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AAF average annual flow
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ACI American Concrete Institute
ADR Architectural Design Criteria
ADWF average dry-weather flow
ADT average daily traffic
ANSI American National Standards Institute
APT advanced primary treatment
AR aquatic resource
ASIL ambient source impact level
ASP amnesic shellfish poisoning
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
AWDT average weekday traffic
AWT advanced wastewater treatment
AWWF average wet-weather flow

BACT best available control technology
BASTE Bay Area Sewage Toxics Emission model
BETX Xylenes (benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, and zylene)
bgs below ground surface
BMP best management practice
BNSF Burlington Northern-Santa Fe (railway)
BOD biochemical oxygen demand
BPA Bonneville Power Administration
BRHL Bothell Registry of Historic Landmarks
bsp atmospheric particles (by nephelometer)
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CAA Clean Air Act (federal)
CAO Critical Area Ordinance
CATAD computer augmented treatment and disposal system
CAS conventional activated sludge
CCTV cable connected television camera
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability

Act
cfm cubic feet per minute
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
cfs cubic feet per second
CFU coliform units
City Light Seattle City Light
CO carbon monoxide
COD chemical oxygen demand
COE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CPP Countywide Planning Policy
CSO combined sewer overflow
CU conditional use
CUP conditional use permit
CVSSA Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer
CVWD Cross Valley Water District
CWA Clean Water Act (federal)
cy cubic yard
CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act

DAF dissolved air flotation
dBA decibel, A-weighted
DDES King County Department of Development and Environmental Services
DEQ detailed evaluation question
DNRP King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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DO dissolved oxygen
DOH Department of Health (Washington State)
DPS distinct population segment
D/T dilution to threshold
du dwelling unit

EAC Executive Advisory Committee
Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology
ECDC Edmonds Community Development Code
EEM estuarine emergent wetland
EFH Essential Fish Habitat
EIS environmental impact statement
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPF essential public facility
ESA Endangered Species Act
ESC erosion and sediment control
ESI Eastside Interceptor
E2EM intertidal emergent
ETS Effluent Transfer System

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FPA Forest Practices Act
FS freeway service
FTA Federal Transit Administration
FTE full-time employee
FWPCA Federal Water Pollution Control Act

GBT gravity belt thickener
GIS geographic information system
GMA Growth Management Act (Washington State)
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GMA Board Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board
gpd gallons per day
gpm gallons per minute
H2S hydrogen sulfide
HABS/HAER Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering

Record
HAP hazardous air pollutant
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan
HDPE high density polyethylene
HI heavy industrial
HMP Habitat Management Plan
HMMP Hazardous Materials Management Plan
HOV high occupancy vehicle
hp horsepower
HPA Hydraulic Project Approval
HPO high purity oxygen
HVAC heating, ventilation, and cooling
HWTM Hazardous Waste Technical Memorandum

IBC International Building Code
IDA International Dark-Sky Association
IDLH Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health
IESNA Illuminating Engineering Society of North America
I/I infiltration/inflow
IPS influent pump station
IRIS Integrated Risk Information System
ISO International Organization for Standardization
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers

KCC King County Code
KCLL King County Landmarks List
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kV kilovolt
kWh kilowatt-hour

Leq maximum hour continuous equivalent level
L50 mean value of a noise level over a 1-hour monitoring period
LI light industrial
LID low-impact development
L1OW lacustrine limnetic open water
LOS level of service
L2OW lacustrine littoral open water

MACT maximum achievable control technology
MBR membrane bioreactor
Metro Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle or King County Department of

Metropolitan Services
mgd millions gallons per day
mg/L milligrams per liter
MLLW mean lower low water
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act
MOSS Marine Outfall Siting Study
MPA Marine Protected Area
MSA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
MSL mean sea level
MTBM microtunnel boring machine
MTCA Model Toxics Control Act
MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan
MVM million vehicle miles
MW megawatt
MWh megawatt hour
MWPAAC Metropolitan Water Pollution Abatement Advisory Committee
MWWF maximum wet weather flow
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NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NCP National Contingency Plan
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NESHAPS National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NGVD National Geodetic Vertical Datum
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NIOSH National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (formerly

NMFSNational Marine Fisheries Service)
NOC Notice of Construction permit
NOx nitrous oxides
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPPC Northwest Power Planning Council
NRDA Natural Resource Damage Assessment
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NTP north treatment plant
NTU nephelometric turbidity unit

O3 ozone
OAHP Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation (Washington State)
OCD Washington State Department of Natural Resources
OHW ordinary high water mark
OMP RWSP Operational Master Plan
OSHA Occupational Health and Safety Act

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
PBT persistent, bioacculmulative, and toxic
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PEEP Pooled Emission Estimation Program
PEM palustrine emergent wetland
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PFO palustrine forest wetland
PHS Priority Habitats and Species Program
PM particulate matter
POTW publicly owned treatment works
POW palustrine open water wetland
ppbV parts per billion by volume
ppm parts per million
PPV peak particle velocity
PSA portal siting area
PSAMP Puget Sound Ambient Monitoring Program
PS Clean Air Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit
PSE Puget Sound Energy
psi pounds per square inch
psig pounds per square inch gauge
PSP paralytic shellfish poisoning
PSRC Puget Sound Regional Council
PSS palustrine scrub shrub wetland
PSWQAT Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team
PUD public utility district

QA/QC quality assurance/quality control

RCE residential customer equivalent
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RCW Revised Code of Washington
R4SB riverine intermittent
RI remedial investigation
RI/FS remedial investigation/feasibility study
RMS root mean square
ROV remotely operated vehicle



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Acronyms and Abbreviations

Brightwater Final EIS  xx

ROW right-of-way
RTA Regional Transit Authority
R3SB riverine upper perennial
R2UB riverine unconsolidated bottom
R2SB riverine lower perennial
RWQC King County Regional Water Quality Committee
RWSP Regional Wastewater Services Plan

SARS severe acute respiratory syndrome
SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System
SCC Snohomish County Code
SCCRI Snohomish County Cultural Resources Inventory
SCHRI Snohomish County Historic Resources Inventory
SCS Soil Conservation Service
SCT Snohomish County Tomorrow
SEPA State Environmental Policy Act
the Services NOAA Fisheries and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
SGMP Seattle Area Geologic Mapping Project
SIP State Implementation Plan
SLS&E Seattle, Lake Shore and Eastern (railroad)
SMA Shoreline Management Act
SMP Shoreline Master Program
SMS Sediment Management Standards (Washington State)
SPCC Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures
SPCCP Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan
SPT Standard Penetration Test
SPU Seattle Public Utilities
SQER small quantity emission rate
SR state route
SS suspended solids
SSO sanitary sewer overflow
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SWD Seattle Water Department
SWIFZ South Whidbey Island Fault Zone
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TAC toxic air contaminant
TAP toxic air pollutant
TBM tunnel boring machine
TMDL total maximum daily loading
TMP Traffic Management Plan
TPH total petroleum hydrocarbon
tpy tons per year
TSP total suspended particulate matter
TSS total suspended solids

µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter
UFC Uniform Fire Code
UBC Uniform Building Code
UGA Urban Growth Area
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation
USFS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
UST underground storage tank
USWB U.S. Weather Bureau
UV ultraviolet light

VOC volatile organic compound
VS volatile solid

WA DNR Washington State Department of Natural Resources
WAC Washington Administrative Code
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WARM Washington Ranking Method
WDFW Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
WHO World Health Organization
WHR Washington Heritage Register
WISHA Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act
WLA wasteload allocation
WRIA Water Resource Inventory Area
WSDOT Washington State Department of Transportation
WTD King County Wastewater Treatment Division
WWHM Western Washington Hydrological Model
WWTP wastewater treatment plant

ZID zone of initial dilution
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Response to Comment I147-1

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, regarding
additional investigations being conducted and the potential
impacts to North Creek and the Sammamish River from
constructing the proposed conveyance system.
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Response to Comment I76-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Information on current growth projections
and how those projections determine wastewater flow and the
need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can be found in the
response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. 

Response to Comment I76-2

Once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. However, increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues, and property values are not
environmental impacts as defined by SEPA (WAC 197-11)
and are not addressed in the EIS. 

Response to Comment I76-3

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment E1-1

Installing retaining walls that are appropriately designed for
the current seismic design standards can actually be safer
than doing nothing and leaving a natural slope. Slopes can be
made more stable with retaining walls, and this is a common
practice in Puget Sound for unstable slopes.

Response to Comment E1-2

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, a select number of alternatives were picked for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials, and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phases 1 and 2 site selection
materials can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment I202-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I202-2

Once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. However, increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues, and property values are not
environmental impacts as defined by SEPA (WAC 197-11)
and are not addressed in the EIS. Please refer to the Chapter
16 of the Final EIS for updated information on mitigation of
possible traffic impacts due to construction.
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Response to Comment I1-1

The majority of the conveyance piping would be installed by
tunneling. Relatively short sections of piping connecting the
existing system with the new tunnel may be installed with
open-cut construction under the following conditions:

• Open-cut construction minimizes impact to major
regional transportation corridors,
• The use of such construction does not permanently
impact the hydrological and ecological characteristics of high
quality streams and wetlands, and
• There is a cost and/or schedule benefit associated
with surface construction.

The conveyance system is gravity flow for the Route 9
System alternatives. The conveyance system is a combination
of gravity flow and pumping for the Unocal System
alternative.

Response to Comment I1-2

Due to the highly urbanized nature of wastewater service
area, the Brightwater Treatment System would serve a
majority of the properties that are not on individual on site
septic systems and are on public sewer systems. The ratio of
residences with on-site septic systems to those on the public
sewer system within the Brightwater Sewer system is 13,095
to 88,095; approximately 15 percent of the residences within
the Brightwater service area are currently using on septic
systems.

The sewered residential population is calculated using 2002
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) population numbers
and corresponding TAZ (transportation analysis zone) level
geography (based on the 2000 US Census data), Snohomish
and King County assessors parcel data and detailed local
sewer line location information. The number of residents
using onsite septic systems in the Brightwater service area is
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estimated at 33,000. This was calculated by subtracting the sewered
residential population (222,000) from the total population in the service
area (255,000) leaving 33,000 as the calculated population using onsite
septic systems or about 15 percent. 

The number of on site septic systems in the Brightwater Service area is
calculated by dividing 33,000 by the average population per household.
For the Brightwater Service area, this is 2.52 people per household and
is determined by dividing the number of residents by the number of
households from 2002 PSRC FAZ (forecast analysis zone) level data.
Using the above information on the Brightwater service area, there are
approximately 13,095 individual on-site septic systems for those 33,000
people and 88,095 households on public sewer. Please refer to Appendix
2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for the set of
assumptions used in determining sewered populations and for further
information concerning onsite septic system conversion within the entire
King County Service area.
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Response to Comment I23-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I294-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment I2-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I295-1

Under the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, the
Brightwater Treatment Plant facilities would occupy the
majority of the useable area of the site and a co-located
facility, such as the Edmonds Crossing project, would be
constructed on top of a lid above the treatment facilities. The
complete functionality of the Edmonds Crossing facility,
based on the Edmonds Crossing conceptual design titled
“Revised Point Edwards Alternative” is incorporated into the
conceptual lid design. The following components are
included:

• Ferry holding lanes (7 total)
• Ferry traffic exit lanes (2 total)
• Bus terminal
• Rail terminal (below lid)
• Short-term, long-term, and employee vehicle parking
(580 spaces total)
• Pedestrian access (elevator and escalator/stairs) to
transport passengers from the ferry or bus terminal on the lid
to the rail terminal below
• People-mover to transport pedestrians from the lid to the
ferry
• Stormwater from the lid treated in the treatment plant’s
stormwater ponds
• Four toll booths with an office above
• Bus stops and bus turn-around on Admiral Way.

For more information on the proposed structural lid for the
potential multimodal facility at the Unocal site, please refer
to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I30-1

For more information on the project description and
comparison of alternatives, please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendices 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-
B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I30-2

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I30-3

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.
Residents and businesses are represented by their local
jurisdiction. King County Executive Ron Sims will consider
the comments of the public, federal, state, and local agencies
and the affected tribal governments and the Final EIS in
making his final decision. The local jurisdiction in which the
Brightwater Treatment Plant will be located has a very
important role in several decisions during the Brightwater
process. For example, essential components of decisions to
be made about Brightwater include permitting requirements;
ordinances that regulate noise, traffic and construction
conditions; and agreements on issues such as open space,
development possibilities, and community needs. For the
Unocal site, permits would be issued and agreements would
be reached with and monitored by the City of Edmonds. For
the Route 9 site, permits would be issued and agreements
would be reached with and monitored by Snohomish County. 

Local residents play an important role in these agreements.
During the process to expand the South Plant in Renton and
to upgrade the West Point Plant in Seattle, residents provided
comments to their respective cities and to King County about
their concerns. These concerns were considered in forming
agreements between both cities and King County. King
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County made agreements with the City of Seattle on the aboveground
footprint, the number of truck trips and times of day trucks could go in
and out of the plant, and maintenance of the public access area around
the facility. With the City of Renton, agreements were made on noise,
exterior lighting, traffic management plans, and acquisition of riparian
wetlands and uplands as a part of mitigation. 

Since the Brightwater siting process began three years ago, the public
has been involved at every step in the process. Citizens have had the
opportunity to help nominate sites for consideration, help develop policy
criteria for evaluating the sites, and comment on candidate sites before
specific ones were selected for study in the EIS. King County
encourages residents to continue sharing their ideas and concerns with
their local representatives, as well as Brightwater staff and Executive
Sims. Snohomish County and local cities make land-use decisions that
determine when and where wastewater facilities are needed. Elected
officials from these jurisdictions represent you. Your state elected
officials make decisions on state regulations that govern the siting of
essential public facilities and standards for developing them.
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Response to Comment I24-1

Puget Sound provides for a better receiving basin than Lake
Washington because the strong tidal currents promote the
dilution of the effluent. For information on reclaimed water
and water reuse plans and policies please refer to the
response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray,
Comment O16-13.
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Response to Comment I84-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment K8-1

For information on King County’s authority to site projects in
Snohomish County, please refer to the response to
O’Morrison, Comments E13-1 and E13-4.
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Response to Comment K8-2

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I3-1

In the nearshore area, the outfall would be buried and would
not be visible. The diffuser would be located approximately
5,000 feet from the shoreline and would not deter future
development of the area.  

Response to Comment I3-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. These measures would reduce impacts
during construction to the Town of Woodway
neighborhoods. Construction activity would be limited to the
portal siting area located in the Chevron Richmond Beach
Asphalt Terminal, but project traffic would not be expected
to travel through the Town of Woodway neighborhoods.

Response to Comment I3-3

The proposed outfall for the Route 9 System would originate
on Chevron property and would not need to be placed
between residential structures. Both of the proposed outfall
zones provide excellent characteristics, but King County
prefers the Point Wells location because the shorter nearshore
segment and limited eelgrass habitat would minimize
potential impacts to the nearshore. 

Response to Comment I3-4

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for information regarding mitigation plans,
policies and suggestions.
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Response to Comment I29-1

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control
system, please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment E2-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-13.

Response to Comment E2-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-29.
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Response to Comment I271-1

Assuming the “gawk factor” relates to a reduction in speed
caused by driver inattention, this phenomenon is a driver
behavior not included in the methodology provided in the
Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual,
2000 Edition. The methodology for analyzing intersection
operations does include time lost from the initiation of the
green light to acceleration of the vehicle to travel speed.
Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for more detail.

Response to Comment I271-2

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-15 and W5-43.
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Response to Comment I271-3

The minimum land area that is required to site a wastewater
treatment plant is 25 acres. After consideration of policy
criteria and preliminary engineering data, Executive Sims
identified Route 9 as the Preferred Alternative in the Draft
EIS, recognizing the larger and more regular size of the
Route 9 site offers many benefits. However, both sites are
feasible alternatives for locating the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. Larger sites offer advantages such as: greater
separation between the plant and adjoining land uses, more
extensive buffer areas, and additional room for construction-
related activities.  There are no plans to develop anything
other than the wastewater treatment plant, directly related
support facilities, and community-supported mitigation
projects on the selected site. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS for information on the siting process and Chapter 3
for updated information on the proposed treatment plant sites
and conveyance route alternatives.
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Response to Comment I191-1

Wastewater treatment service is only provided within
designated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) with few
exceptions. These areas are designated as part of the state
Growth Management Act (GMA) and local comprehensive
plans. The Route 9 treatment plant site is in the UGA as are
the customers who would be served. 

Population and employment forecasts in north King County
and south Snohomish County and how those forecasts are
used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I191-2

Please refer to the response to Comment I191-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I351-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I351-2

The Final EIS contains more detailed information on geology
and groundwater based on extensive study and analysis that
has occurred since the Draft EIS was issued.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Bender (I352)
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Response to Comment I352-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8, and the response to Bender, Comment I351-
2.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS          Berg (I4)
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Response to Comment I4-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS              Berglund (I64)
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Response to Comment I64-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I31-1

Portions of both Route 9 effluent tunnel alternatives (195th
Street and 228th Street) and the Unocal alternative would be
along a corridor that follows the 205th/244th Street right-of-
way. The top of the tunnels would be at least two tunnel
diameters below the ground surface. For a 14-foot tunnel, this
depth would be 28 feet between the crown (top) of the tunnel
and the surface. Standard tunneling industry practices
indicate that a two-tunnel diameter separation is the most
effective distance to minimize the risk of surface impacts.
The maximum depth for all the alternatives and locations
would be approximately 450 feet below the ground surface.

Using the Route 9-195th Street alternative (the alternative
with the longest section along the 205/244th Street right-of-
way) as an example, construction at an overall average rate of
250 feet/week would take approximately 80 weeks starting
from the intersection of SR-104 and I-5 to Puget Sound.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS     Birch (I312)
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Response to Comment I312-1

King County will work with local jurisdictions and
neighboring residents to keep people informed of
construction of the Brightwater System. To do this, the
County will use a variety of strategies that may include
community meetings, a construction hotline, Web page
updates, e-mail updates, and newsletters.

Similar strategies were used as part of the North Creek
Storage Project’s community relations program. King County
mailed a brochure to approximately 3,000 residences and
businesses in the vicinity of the project, developed a Web
page, and set up a 24-hour hotline. For more information on
this project, check the Web page
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/ncstorage/index.htm or call the
hotline at (425) 239-8010.
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Response to Comment I272-1

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I272-2

The Draft EIS identified a number of potential impacts
associated with the construction of Brightwater. That analysis
of impacts has been supplemented and refined in the
intervening months and an updated analysis of impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures is set forth in the Final EIS.
Included in the Final EIS is an additional discussion of the
possible impacts of the proposal and reasonable mitigation
measures regarding air quality (including odor) in Chapter 5
of the Final EIS. The economic value of property is
speculative and is not an environmental impact; therefore, it
is not discussed in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I272-3

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies
on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. 
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Response to Comment I273-1

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor
and air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the
City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36. Additional
information is provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I273-2

Current information about population forecasts and
wastewater flow projections can be found in Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS. A detailed response concerning current growth forecasts
and how those forecasts determine wastewater flow
projections and the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant
can be found in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1.
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Response to Comment I273-3

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues,
and property values are not considered environmental
impacts, and are not addressed in the EIS. SEPA does not
require the evaluation of economic impacts resulting from a
proposed action. SEPA contemplates that the general welfare,
social, economic and other requirements and essential
considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighing and balancing alternatives by decision-makers and
in their making of final decisions.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS     Block (I178)
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Response to Comment I178-1

At each step in the siting process, King County has
gathered additional information about the proposed sites,
pipeline routes, and marine outfall zones. In each
subsequent step in the process, the application of policy
criteria and consideration of environmental factors led to
the selection of alternatives for further consideration. The
siting constraints used in site selection are identified in the
Phase 1 materials and the results of the analysis can be
found in Appendix J of the Phase 1 materials, Brightwater
Treatment Plant Siting Process-Phase 1 Engineering and
Environmental Constraint Analysis. Additional information
regarding the policy siting criteria adopted by the King
County Council by Ordinances 14043 and 14107 as well as
Phases 1 and 2 siting materials can be found at area
libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

Please refer to, Chapter 5, of the Final EIS for updated
information on atmospheric modeling and odor prevention
and Chapter 6 for updated information on possible impacts
and mitigation to drinking water sources and salmon
habitat.

Response to Comment I178-2

The purpose and need for a new treatment plant are
discussed in Chapter 1 and the site selection process is
described in Chapter 2, both in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I178-3

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I353-1

SEPA requires that the lead agency provide a 30-day
comment period for review of a Draft EIS, with an extension
to 45 days upon request. King County provided an initial 75-
day comment period and granted extensions ranging from a
few days to two weeks (and, in one case, four weeks) to 23
agencies, organizations, and individuals that requested an
extension. King County received more than 500 responses to
the Draft EIS from agencies, organizations, and individuals.

Notice of the Draft EIS was provided in several ways: 

• A 12-page summary of the Draft EIS was delivered to
more than 60,000 people in the Brightwater project area. 
• Display advertisements appeared in The Bothell/Kenmore
Reporter on November 21, The Eastside Journal on
November 24, The Woodinville Weekly on November 25, The
Edmonds Beacon and The Mukilteo Beacon on November 26,
The Seattle Times and The Everett Herald on November 27,
and The Enterprise newspapers (Edmonds, Shoreline, Lake
Forest Park, Lynnwood, and Mill Creek) on November 29.
• A notice was posted on the King County Web site on
November 5. 
• Legal notices appeared in The Seattle Times and The
Eastside Journal on November 6 and 13, The Enterprise on
November 7 and 14, and The Everett Herald on November 6,
7 and 13. 

In addition, more than 40 stories on the Brightwater proposal
and the publication of the Draft EIS appeared in local
newspapers from October 2002 through January 2003,
including The Seattle Times, The Seattle Post-Intelligencer,
The Everett Herald, The Enterprise, The Woodinville Weekly,
The Northlake News, and The Kenmore Newsletter.                                      

More information about impacts on the Lake Forest Park
wellhead protection area is provided in the Final EIS. Please
refer to Chapters 4 and 6, and to Appendix 6-B, Geology and
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Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I353-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park, Comment
C4-8.
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Response to Comment I296-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8. This response notes that the portal originally
planned near the Town Center has been eliminated as a
primary portal.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Boehm (I297)
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Response to Comment I297-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I297-2

Please be assured that King County will take the time to build
a safe, reliable project. Since 2000, the Brightwater project
team has used a number of methods to inform and involve
members of the public throughout the project siting area.
Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31, for a list of public involvement activities
that have been completed to date.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS    Boeve (I249)
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Response to Comment I249-1

Please refer to the response to Rush, Comment I192-1.

Response to Comment I249-2

The Executive’s decision is based on a number of factors,
including the Final EIS, as well as additional technical,
community, and cost considerations. For information on the
siting process please refer to the response to Albert,
Comment E1-2. 

Response to Comment I249-3

The four hearings on the Brightwater Draft EIS were spread
geographically throughout the project area so residents from
any affected city could attend them. Residents of Shoreline
were invited to attend any hearing, including the hearing held
in the neighboring City of Edmonds.

Response to Comment I249-4

King County will work with potentially affected jurisdictions
and homeowners to identify portal sites with as little impact
as possible to homes and neighborhoods. King County will
continue to provide information to local communities as the
process proceeds.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       Bolin (I25)
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Response to Comment I25-1

We try to limit our activities to those that we think are
necessary. We have provided people with multiple
opportunities to learn about the Brightwater project in the
manner that best meets their individual needs. We mailed a
summary of the Draft EIS rather than just a postcard to help
people understand the size and complexity of the project and
to give them an opportunity to easily comment (via the mail-
back card) in the event that they didn’t have access to the
Internet. 
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS            Bonthuis (I108)
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Response to Comment I108-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I108-2

As noted in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, the Unocal force
main-gravity tunnel would consume 5,000 to 14,000 MWh of
energy annually at a new large offsite pump station at Portal
11. While the Unocal gravity tunnel would not consume any
energy along the conveyance system, subsequent engineering
work after the publication of the Draft EIS determined the
Unocal gravity tunnel would be difficult and risky to
construct due to the depths of the portals.

Response to Comment I108-3

Both the Route 9 and Unocal Treatment Plants would provide
the same level of wastewater treatment and would provide
equal protection of the environment and human health. The
energy consumption for the Route 9 treatment plant and the
Unocal treatment plant is approximately the same (40.6 M
kWh to 61.5 M kWh per year for 36 mgd).

Ultraviolet (UV) light for disinfection is more costly than
sodium hypochlorite disinfection. The analysis is included in
Appendix 3-K, Treatment Plant Disinfection Alternatives, of
the Final EIS. However, UV disinfection would be used for
reclaimed water at both sites.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Borkart (I129)
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Response to Comment I129-1

A majority of the scientific investigations were focused on
evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed outfall on the
biological resources of Puget Sound and the people who
frequent the shorelines. Eliminating or significantly reducing
the possibility that people may become sick or aquatic life
harmed as a result of the new outfall has been the primary
consideration of the outfall siting study. As a result, the Final
EIS contains an analysis of these investigations. What will be
discharged from the outfall (effluent characterization reports),
the dilution and transport of the effluent within the Sound
(oceanographic modeling and plume modeling), and the
potential pathways for contact with the discharge (biological
investigations and human use survey) has been identified. All
of these studies increase the confidence in the determination
that the outfall and effluent constituents are not expected to
be harmful to people and aquatic life.

Response to Comment I129-2

Although there would be a temporary interruption in public
access to the beach during outfall construction, the operation
of the outfall will not impact the health or enjoyment of
people recreating in and around Puget Sound. Please refer to
the response to Comment I129-1 in this letter regarding the
lack of impact to human health. 
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS           Bourgoin (I298)
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Response to Comment I298-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS     Bowen (I14)
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Response to Comment I14-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I219-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I5-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS   Briggs (I200)
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Response to Comment I200-1

King County will be contacting property owners that may
hold properties potentially of interest to the Brightwater
project throughout the remainder of 2003.

Response to Comment I200-2

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for updated
information on the project description and comparison of
alternatives and descriptions of alternative portal locations. 

Response to Comment I200-3

Construction of the tunnel could occur up to 24 hours a day.
However, this would be underground and would not affect
surface activities. Concrete and earth activities would be
limited to daylight hours. Construction activities would
comply with vibration, noise, light, and air requirements of
local jurisdictions. 
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Response to Comment I200-4

Construction activity and parking would be limited to the
portal siting area located in the Chevron Richmond Beach
Asphalt Terminal. Operational impacts would be limited to
periodic maintenance checks occurring on average once per
day plus two truck trips per week. Activity at the portal siting
area unrelated to the operation of the treatment plant has not
been under consideration.

Response to Comment I200-5

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation. 
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Response to Comment I32-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Please refer to the response to Albert,
Comment E1-2, for information on the Brightwater treatment
site siting process.
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Response to Comment I77-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I77-2

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I33-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I190-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I65-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I210-1 

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I210-2

Information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I210-3

Without knowing what specific “failures in the Brightwater
project” are being referred to in this comment, it is difficult to
respond with any specificity. The issue of legal liability, in
general, does not relate to environmental impacts and is
beyond the scope of the EIS.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS              Burnham (I15)
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Response to Comment I15-1

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. At either of the two treatment
plant sites, King County would be able to clean up any
contamination found, improve land that currently or in the
past has been used for industrial purposes, and work to
improve existing habitat conditions in the area. King County
will work directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting
agencies on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. Please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding
mitigation

Response to Comment I15-2

For the Route 9 site, disinfection using sodium hypochlorite
(a chemical similar to household bleach) would be used for
effluent discharged to Puget Sound. Ultraviolet (UV) light
disinfection would be used to disinfect reclaimed water. UV
does not require chemicals, but does require more energy as it
uses numerous high-intensity light bulbs to disinfect the
effluent.
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Response to Comment I233-1

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I233-2

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I233-3

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 
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Response to Comment I85-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I85-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I34-1

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I34-2

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. 
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Response to Comment I26-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I299-1

King County has worked to provide people with multiple
opportunities to get involved in the project in the manner that
best meets their individual needs. The scoping document and
a summary of the Draft EIS were written and designed to be
understood by the general public. Both were mailed to
approximately 60,000 people.

Response to Comment I299-2

Please refer to the response to O’Rourke, Comment E28-1.
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Response to Comment I300-1

King County does have the power of eminent domain under
state statute. RCW (Revised Code of Washington) 35.58.320
constitutes a general grant of condemnation authority for
metropolitan municipal corporations. The general grant of
condemnation authority states that a metropolitan municipal
organization may condemn property necessary for its
purposes that is “both within and without” its borders. This is
similar to the authority of cities and sewer and water districts
to condemn property outside of their boundaries to provide
public services. The entire text of RCW 58.320 is available
online at:
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm?fuseaction=section
&section=35.58.320.

RCW 35.58.200 specifically addresses condemnation in the
context of water pollution abatement for metropolitan
municipal corporations. This statute provides the authority
“[t]o acquire by purchase, condemnation, gift, or grant and to
lease, construct, add to, improve, replace, repair, maintain,
operate and regulate the use of metropolitan facilities for
water pollution abatement, including but not limited to,
removal of waterborne pollutants, water quality
improvement, sewage disposal and stormwater drainage
within or without the metropolitan area.” 

The entire text of RCW 35.58.200 is available online at:
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm?fuseaction=section
&section=35.58.200.

The Growth Management Act also includes provisions for
siting essential public facilities, such as Brightwater through
RCW 36.70A.200. The entire text of this statute is available
online at:
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm?fuseaction=Section
&Section=36.70A.200&printver=1.

Residents and businesses are represented by their local
jurisdiction. The local jurisdictions in which the Brightwater



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS              Cannon (I300)

Brightwater Final EIS 1640

facilities will be located have an important role in a number of decisions
relating to the Brightwater process. For example, permitting
requirements, ordinances that regulate noise, traffic, and construction
conditions, and agreements regarding issues such as open space,
development possibilities, and community needs will be important
components of decisions to be made regarding Brightwater. 

Local community members play an important role in these agreements.
During the process to expand the South Treatment Plant in Renton, and
to upgrade the West Point Plant in Seattle, residents provided input to
their respective cities and to King County regarding their concerns.
These concerns were taken into account in the formation of the
agreements between both cities and King County. King County made
agreements with the City of Seattle regarding the aboveground footprint,
the amount of truck trips and times of day that trucks could go in and
out of the plant, and maintenance of the public access area that
surrounds the facility. With the City of Renton, agreements were made
regarding noise, exterior lighting, traffic management plans, and
acquisition of riparian wetlands and uplands as a part of mitigation. 

Response to Comment I300-2

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under SEPA and,
therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA
contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic and other
requirements and essential considerations of state policy will be taken
into account in weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final
decisions. The EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the
possible effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at

brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Nearly a decade ago, King County began preparing for the eventuality
that our wastewater treatment system would run out of capacity by 2010
due to rapid population growth in the Puget Sound region. In November
1999, as a result of nearly eight years of planning and study, the King
County Council adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP), a comprehensive 30-year plan to meet our region’s wastewater
treatment needs. The Final EIS for the RWSP can be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm. The ordinance adopting
the RWSP can also be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

During the planning process, a number of options were considered to
meet our regional wastewater treatment needs, including a decentralized
system that would require the construction of multiple smaller full
service wastewater treatment plants. King County found that the option
of multiple small treatment plants was not practical or cost-effective for
core wastewater management needs. For example, replumbing to direct
flows to a number of small-scale plants would be very difficult and
expensive; smaller plants also have a higher unit cost for treatment than
larger plants.

When Metro was created in 1958, there were 25 small treatment plants
in operation. A comprehensive sewage and drainage survey conducted
that year by Brown and Caldwell (Brown & Caldwell, 1958)
recommended that Metro adopt a centralized wastewater system to
realize the economy of scale benefits of large treatment plants. This
survey noted that for a metropolitan area it is economically and
operationally beneficial when sewage from the entire area is delivered to
a single point or a relatively few points for treatment and disposal. In
1985, another study (Lewis & Zimmerman Associates, 1985) to address
how Metro should meet secondary treatment requirements
recommended the system be further centralized, resulting in the two-
regional-plant configuration in use today. For urbanized areas,
centralized wastewater treatment continues to be the norm, as it is much
more cost effective. As an example, the Massachusetts Water Resources
Authority provides wastewater treatment for nearly half the state’s
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population through a regional plant configuration. This regional system
provides wastewater treatment to 43 communities in the metropolitan
Boston area.

References:

Brown and Caldwell. 1958. Metropolitan Seattle Sewerage and
Drainage Survey. May 19, 1958. Adopted by the Council of the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle on April 22, 1959.

Lewis and Zimmerman Associates. 1985. Residual Solids Management
Analysis. Metro. June 1985.

Response to Comment I300-3

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I300-4

Please refer to the response to Comment I300-1 in this letter. 
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Response to Comment I27-1

The omission is noted. Maps of the existing and future
conveyance system are included in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I27-2

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the
Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general
welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken
into account in weighing and balancing alternatives and
in making final decisions. The EIS is not required to
evaluate and document all of the possible effects and
considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location
for the Brightwater System, King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting
agencies on mitigation strategies and solutions to
Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As
part of the overall decision process, King County is
revising the cost estimates (dated November 2002) for
the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates will
be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-
free 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I27-3

King County is authorized by Washington State law to
condemn property both within and outside its
geographic boundaries, including within Snohomish
County and its cities, to construct, operate, and maintain
water pollution abatement facilities, such as the
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proposed Brightwater facilities. Please refer to RCW 35.58.200;
35.58.320; 35.56.010. This authority is similar to the legal authority
granted to all cities and certain utilities in order to provide public service
infrastructure.
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Response to Comment I301-1

Portal Siting Area 10, which would be located in the vicinity
of Lake Forest Park, is a secondary portal for the Unocal
System and thus may not be needed. If it is needed, few
project construction trips are expected because construction
activity would be concentrated at the primary portals. The
secondary portals, if required, would generate an average of
three trucks per day during construction, and would not affect
peak-hour traffic operations. Operational impacts at portal
sites would be limited to periodic maintenance checks
occurring on average once per day plus two truck trips per
week. These measures would reduce traffic impacts through
Lake Forest Park. Additional detailed analyses of
construction traffic related to specific portal locations has
been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS and construction
traffic routes and traffic impacts were identified. Please refer
to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail on
construction impacts and construction access routes. Please
refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-
16. 

Response to Comment I301-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I302-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I302-2

Candidate portal sites will be expected to require about two
acres of land within the 72-acre portal siting area.
Construction of proposed portals along Ballinger Way would
have the impact of increasing traffic along Ballinger Way.
The traffic impacts expected from the construction of each
portal are described in the final EIS impacts section. Specific
parcels being considered for portal construction within each
portal siting area are also described in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I28-1

Portal 19 would be located in the Richmond Beach Puget
Sound shoreline area. None of the candidate sites as shown in
the Final EIS would involve the displacement of Richmond
Beach houses. There are currently no plans to locate a pump
station at Portal 19. The local impacts of construction at
Portal 19 would be increased traffic, construction noise, and
lighting for construction and site security. Please refer to the
impacts and mitigation section of Chapters 4 through 17 of
the Final EIS for a detailed description of Portal 19.
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Response to Comment I252-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I252-2

All provisions will be taken to protect drinking water
resources. For updated information on possible impacts to
drinking water resources and associated mitigation, please
refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment I252-3

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS for a detailed evaluation of the Lake Forest
Park Water Supply System.
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Response to Comment I130-1

The address given here is not located within any portal siting
areas.

No existing homes would be destroyed for either the Route 9
or the Unocal treatment plant site. Several existing businesses
would be relocated if the Route 9 site is selected. At portal
sites, some businesses would be relocated. Additionally, for
some identified candidates sites, if selected, some residents
would be relocated. Please refer to Appendix 2-C, Portal 19
Screening Level 3 Documentation, of the Final EIS for a
discussion of the portal screening process.

Response to Comment I130-2

During construction, best management practices (BMPs)
would be used to minimize adverse impacts to the local
community. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS provides a summary
of mitigation measures; more detail can be found in Chapters
4 through 17 about specific impact such as dust and noise.
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Response to Comment E16-1

The term “aquatic resources” is intended to broadly refer to
organisms that reside in marine or fresh water, including fish,
plants, invertebrates, and/or other organisms. 
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Response to Comment E16-2

The comment is unclear. Information regarding soils and
geology is contained in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) typically refer to ways to minimize environmental
impacts during construction, such as silt fences and erosion
and sediment control plans. More information on BMPs is
included in Chapters 4, 6 and 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment E16-3

An option to build smaller satellite facilities was studied in
the RWSP, which is incorporated into this EIS in its entirety
by reference. Please refer to the response to the Save Little
Bear Creek Coalition, Comment O15-41, for further
discussion on centralized wastewater treatment options.

Response to Comment E16-4

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
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brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment E16-5

Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for information on King
County’s Combined Sewer Overflow program. Additional information
is available by visiting King County’s Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/cso/page02.htm.
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Response to Comment E19-1

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108, and The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-246.
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Response to Comment I303-1

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control
system, please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I303-2

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies
on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. Mitigation measures
can help the area preserve its existing character and avoid
unchecked commercial and industrial development on the site
that would not enhance the community. 

Response to Comment I303-3

Please refer to the response to Cole, Comment E3-1.

Response to Comment I303-4

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.
Information on conveyance is available in Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
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effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision makers” (WAC
197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I303-5

Thank you for your comment.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         Christensen (I55)

Brightwater Final EIS 1663

 

Response to Comment I55-1

At each step in the siting process, King County has
gathered additional information about the proposed
sites, pipeline routes, and marine outfall zones. In each
subsequent step in the process the application of policy
criteria and consideration of environmental factors led
to the selection of alternatives for further consideration.
The siting constraints used in site selection are
identified in the Phase 1 materials and the results of the
analysis can be found in Appendix J of the Phase 1
materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting Process-
Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy
siting criteria adopted by the King County Council by
Ordinances 14043 and 14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2
siting materials, can be found at area libraries; at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm
(retrieved June 13, 2003); or upon request by contacting
the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-
888-707-8571 or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment I354-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I354-2

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts beyond that characterized in this
comment. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of construction and traffic impacts and mitigation. 
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Response to Comment I414-1

SEPA states that the lead agency shall prepare its threshold
determination and EIS, if required, at the earliest possible
point in the planning and decision-making process when the
principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts
can be reasonably identified. King County has sufficient
information about the principal features of the design and
construction of the Brightwater System to evaluate
environmental impacts, whether a treatment plant is built at
the Unocal site or at the Route 9 site. Comments from
agencies, organizations, and individuals will be considered in
the final design of the Brightwater proposal. King County is
not issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment I56-1

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process application of policy criteria and consideration of
environmental factors led to the selection of alternatives for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials,
can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm (retrieved
June 13, 2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater
project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-
mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment I253-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I253-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.

Response to Comment I253-3

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment E3-1

WAC 197-11-448(1) notes that “…the environmental impact
statement is not required to evaluate and document all of the
possible effects and considerations of a decision or to contain
the balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers. Rather, the environmental impact statement
analyzes environmental impacts.” 

Many factors influence the market value of real property,
including characteristics of the location and of the
improvements. These characteristics include the location;
size; proximity to work centers; services; school districts;
street frontage; neighborhood traffic volumes and street
surfaces; the presence of sidewalks; the maintenance
standards of the neighborhood and adjacent properties; the
general topography of the neighborhood and the particular
parcel; wetlands or other sensitive areas which may affect
development potential; the presence of community features
such as pools, lakes, parks, and recreation centers; views; and
differences in utility services, including the availability of
sewers and public water, proximity to powerlines, and
proximity to industrial or commercial uses. For residential
real property, significant factors include the age, condition,
and size of the residence; the architectural style; the number
of bedrooms and bathrooms; the number of garage stalls,
fireplaces, decks, and appliances; whether the residence is
single-story or multiple stories; whether there are any barns,
sheds, or other types of improvements on the property; and
the overall curb appeal. As property values are highly
variable and dependent upon a number of market factors, a
discussion of property values is not included in the Draft EIS
or Final EIS.

Response to Comment E3-2

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations have been included in Chapter 16 of
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the Final EIS and construction traffic routes and traffic impacts were
identified. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant
Sites and Conveyance, for greater detail.

Response to Comment E3-3

Potential impacts to streams from dewatering, other construction
activities, and operation are disclosed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
Potential impacts to fish and other aquatic species are disclosed in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I35-1

While there may be disruption of public access to the
shoreline during construction of an outfall in Zone 6, it would
be a temporary impact. The pipeline would be buried in the
nearshore and would not impact long-term recreational use of
the area. Outfall Zone 7S is the preferred alternative, in part,
because the impacts to public recreation are minimized.

With regard to your comment on financial impacts, SEPA
does not require the evaluation of financial impacts resulting
from a proposed action (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

Response to Comment I35-2

Consistent with SEPA, the Final EIS discloses potential
impacts to streams in sufficient detail to provide a
comparison among alternatives. Streams, wetlands, and
upland habitats were observed from public right-of-way, and
additional information was obtained from published sources
for the Final EIS. Chapter 7 of the Final EIS includes
available information on Swamp Creek. King County has
focused on identifying sensitive areas and avoiding impacts
to the extent practicable by locating construction activities as
far from streams as possible, thereby minimizing impacts to
vegetated buffers and streams. Please refer to the response to
the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-25.
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Response to Comment I57-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for information regarding mitigation plans,
policies, and suggestions.
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Response to Comment I194-1

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment E4-1

Site lighting will be directed away from residences wherever
possible. Any lights located near the property line will be
directed toward the site and will have house side shields.
These measures will help shield the lights from the
residences on Third Avenue South.

Response to Comment E4-2

The street name “Front Street” has been corrected to read
“SR-104” in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I203-1

Your support of the educational aspect of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant is appreciated. Please refer to the response to
the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information
regarding mitigation plans, policies, and suggestions.
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Response to Comment I304-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment I305-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment I355-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I355-2

Portal 10 has been eliminated from the Route 9 System
project description and is classified only as a secondary portal
for the Unocal System project description in the Final EIS.
Portal construction impacts, such as traffic, construction
noise, and lighting, are evaluated in the Final EIS and would
be considered as part of a continuing portal siting process.
Primary selection and evaluation criteria include minimizing
impacts to surrounding residential and commercial
neighborhoods. Since there is not expected to be a major
facility in the Portal 10 siting area, odor would not be an
issue requiring odor control/treatment.

Response to Comment I355-3

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I16-1

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in the
process the application of policy criteria and environmental
factors led to the selection of alternatives for further
consideration. The siting constraints used in site selection are
identified in the Phase 1 materials and the results of the
analysis can be found in Appendix J of the Phase 1 materials,
Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting Process-Phase 1
Engineering and Environmental Constraint Analysis.
Additional information regarding the policy siting criteria
adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances 14043 and
14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials, can be found
at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm (retrieved
June 13, 2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater
project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-
mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov.

When evaluating the alternative systems, the King County
Executive determined that the Route 9 and Unocal system
alternatives better met the screening criteria for the sites. These
two systems offered significant opportunities for
intergovernmental partnerships that would benefit the
surrounding communities. They also met regional policy goals
and needs addressing efficient use of urban land, provision for
affordable and multimodal transportation options,
revitalization of land, and/or the balancing of urban land uses
with environmental protection. SEPA states that alternatives
must be reasonable and that “reasonable” is intended to limit
the number and range of alternatives. King County narrowed
the number of alternatives for consideration in the EIS in order
to avoid unnecessary cost and delay in conducting the
environmental review and in siting and constructing the
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Brightwater system. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for
additional discussion of this issue.
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Response to Comment I58-1

There are many plants in the world that use UV light for
disinfection including:

• Chambers Creek in Pierce County, Washington
• Salmon Creek in Clark County, Washington 
• City of Wenatchee, Washington
• City of Centralia, Washington 
• Contra Costa Sanitary District in Martinez, California
• Rialto, California
• Los Angeles County, California
• Santa Monica, California
• City of Atlanta, Georgia
• Laie Water Reclamation Plant, Oahu, Hawaii
• Stayton, Oregon
• Wilsonville, Oregon
• Dallas, Oregon
• The Dalles, Oregon
• West Boise, Idaho
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Response to Comment I356-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment I59-1

Based on the address and intersections given in the comment,
you are located near Portal Siting Area 22, which is
designated in the Final EIS as a secondary portal for the
Route 9-228th Street effluent alignment. As a secondary
portal, it is less likely that significant construction would
occur in this portal siting area, even if this effluent alignment
is selected. 
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Response to Comment I306-1

We have added your name to our mailing list. Please refer to
the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-
31, for a list of public involvement activities that have been
completed to date.

Response to Comment I306-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I357-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I357-2

In response to public comments as well as additional
engineering analysis after the publication of the Draft EIS, it
has been determined that the construction of Portal 10 and the
tunnel reach between Portals 10 and 11 would be eliminated
at this time. Therefore, there will be no construction activities
along this section of Bothell Way.

Response to Comment I357-3

For information on how King County’s new and current
regional wastewater treatment facilities are paid for, please
refer to the financial policies in King County Code Chapter
28.86.160 and Ordinance 13680, adopting the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan. These can be found on King
County’s Web site at:
http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc/Code/38-Title%2028.pdf and
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
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operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process, King
County is revising the cost estimates (dated November 2002) for the
Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates will be updated at the
end of 2003 and will be available on request by contacting the
Brightwater project at brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or
toll-free 1-888-707-8571.

During the development of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan,
King County looked at a number of options, including the expansion of
our two regional facilities, a decentralized system that would require the
construction of multiple smaller full-service wastewater treatment
plants, and construction of a new regional wastewater facility. It was
determined that a new regional facility would best meet our long-term
wastewater needs. 

Response to Comment I357-4

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment I353-1,
concerning the length of the comment period. More information on
geology, hydrogeology, surface waters, groundwater quality and
groundwater use, groundwater/surface water interaction, aquifer
protection areas, and the wellhead protection area in and near the Lake
Forest Park Water District is provided in the Final EIS. Please refer to
Chapters 4 and 6, and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.
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Response to Comment I275-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I275-2

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County
Development and Planning Services, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment I275-3

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies
on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. 
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Response to Comment I275-4

Stormwater treatment during and after construction at the
Route 9 site is designed to prevent spills of hazardous
substances and sedimentation from reaching Little Bear
Creek. Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-191, for a
discussion of stormwater management during construction,
and the response to Comment W3-196, for a discussion of
stormwater treatment during operation.
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Response to Comment I74-1

This comment seeks information about property easements
and valuation that is beyond the scope of an EIS. The EIS is
designed to present environmental information and
information relating to environmental impacts, not the legal
or contractual information associated with property rights.
For all necessary easements, King County will follow
applicable state and federal laws and King County policies
and procedures. More information on property acquisition
and relocation can be found at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov./wtd/row/acquisition.htm.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS      Dailey (I74)

Brightwater Final EIS 1706

This page intentionally left blank.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS        Daily (I95)

Brightwater Final EIS 1707

Response to Comment I95-1

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31.

Response to Comment I95-2

Wastewater from a large portion of south Snohomish County
has been flowing to King County for treatment for nearly 40
years. It is estimated that in 2010 63 percent of the
wastewater treated at Brightwater will come from Snohomish
County. Population and employment forecasts in north King
County and south Snohomish County and how those
forecasts are used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis,
of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I96-1

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would provide primary
treatment and enhanced secondary treatment of wastewater
prior to discharge to the Puget Sound. Advanced (tertiary)
treatment of a portion of the effluent for Class A reclaimed
water that would be used for non-drinking water uses such as
irrigation, industrial cooling, and industrial process water
would be provided.

The proposed treatment system involves a membrane
bioreactor (MBR) process that would produce extremely high
quality effluent, with typical biochemical oxygen demand
(after 5 days) and total suspended solids averaging
approximately 2 mg/L and ammonia nitrogen typically below
1 mg/L. This would reduce the annual discharge of pollutants
by 75 percent or more when compared to a conventional
activated sludge process. Additional information on the
proposed treatment plant processes can be found in Appendix
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Bypass of the treatment process and discharge of untreated
wastewater would only occur if there was a power outage at
the influent pump station and the redundant power supply
sources (second electrical feed and onsite power generation)
failed. Under this unlikely scenario, there would be a time
delay of approximately 6 hours before the bypass would
occur as the existing storage and the entire influent
conveyance system from North Creek (Portal 14) to the
bypass location would be filled. The time delay could be
sufficient to energize the influent pumps before a bypass was
to occur. A bypass would be expected to occur only under
catastrophic conditions when all three power sources fail for
a prolonged period of time, which would be approximately
once every 100 years for Phase 1 (2010-2039) and
approximately once every 75 years for Phase 2.
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Response to Comment I307-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I307-2

Based on the address given, both the preferred Route 9-195th
Street and the non-preferred Route 9-228th Street
Alternatives would have no impact, because the tunnel reach
from Portal 10 to Portal 11 would no longer be considered.
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Response to Comment E5-1

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. Long-term and
short-term impacts for wastewater facilities will be mitigated
within the communities where they are located. King
County’s goal will be to construct regional wastewater
facilities that enhance the quality of life in the region and in
the local community and that are not detrimental to the
quality of life in their vicinity. Once a final decision is made
on the location for the Brightwater System, King County will
work with local jurisdictions to determine mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts to ensure that there are no significant
adverse environmental impacts to the community.

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues,
and property values are not environmental impacts, and are
not addressed in the EIS. Before construction begins, King
County will work with local jurisdictions to gain permits and
will work to address concerns associated with the
construction and operation of Brightwater facilities.

Response to Comment E5-2

While it is never feasible for any project to “guarantee”
against damage from unpredictable events such as large
earthquakes, a number of measures would be incorporated
into the facility design, and into operational procedures, to
greatly minimize the risk of leaks or spills during a seismic
event. Please refer to Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of emergency response planning, and to Chapter 4
of the Final EIS for a discussion of responses to seismic
events. 
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Response to Comment E5-3

For information on the odor prevention program and the monitoring that
will be performed on the odor control system, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Transportation,
Comment W2-5. Additional information about the wastewater treatment
process and the odor control technology selected is provided in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment E5-4

A majority of the scientific investigations completed for marine outfall
siting were focused on evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed
outfall on the biological resources of Puget Sound and the people who
frequent the shorelines. Eliminating or significantly reducing the
possibility that people may become sick or aquatic life may be harmed
as a result of the new outfall has been the primary consideration of the
outfall siting study. King County has identified what will be discharged
from the outfall (effluent characterization reports), the dilution and
transport of the effluent within the Sound (oceanographic modeling and
plume modeling), and the potential pathways for contact with the
discharge (biological investigations and human use survey). All of these
studies increase the confidence in the determination that the outfall and
effluent constituents are not expected to be harmful to people and
aquatic life.

Response to Comment E5-5

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I22-1

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on
mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. Mitigation measures
can help the area preserve its existing character and avoid
unchecked commercial and industrial development on the site
that would not enhance the community. Please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for updated project description and
comparison of alternatives and the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for additional information
regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment I22-2

Please refer to the response to Comment I22-1 in this letter. 
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Response to Comment I22-3

Please refer to the response to Comment I22-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I131-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I131-2

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, the application of policy criteria and
environmental factors led to the selection of alternatives for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
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results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the Phase 1
materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting Process-Phase 1
Engineering and Environmental Constraint Analysis. Additional
information regarding the policy siting criteria adopted by the King
County Council by Ordinances 14043 and 14107, as well as Phase 1 and
2 Siting Selection materials, can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm (retrieved June 13,
2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-
684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment I36-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I201-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I37-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I358-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I358-2

As part of the refinement of the project, Portal 10 has been
eliminated from the Route 9 System project description and
has been classified as a secondary portal for the Unocal
System project description. As such, it is unlikely that
significant construction activities would take place within the
Portal 10 siting area. If the secondary portal site were
required to support Unocal conveyance construction
activities, site screening has identified specific parcels in
areas that would minimize impacts to local residents and
business as much as possible.

Response to Comment I358-3

A traffic plan addressing mitigation measures would be
prepared for all agencies affected by construction and is
included as a mitigation measure in the Final EIS. This plan
would include time-of-day restrictions, necessary
improvements to the roadway network, types of closures,
pedestrian and bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation
management, and traffic control measures for safety on the
affected roadways, including SR-104. These measures would
be finalized by King County and would be coordinated with
affected agencies during permitting. The traffic management
plan (TMP) would include a plan for monitoring and
restoration of streets to pre-existing conditions, access for
emergency services, and safe access for pedestrians and
bicyclists, and would direct the movement of employees,
equipment, and materials to reduce impacts along project
traffic corridors. Final plan approval would be coordinated
with the affected local agency. All roadways and non-
motorized facilities impacted by the development of the
Brightwater project would be restored to pre-existing or
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better conditions. King County would work with each local jurisdiction
to determine the method that would be used to inventory street
conditions prior to construction and to determine the level of
improvements for restoration during the permitting process. Additional
detailed analyses of construction traffic related to specific portal
locations have been included and construction traffic routes and traffic
impacts have been identified in Chapter 16 and Appendix 16-B,
Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I358-4

The 244th Street SW (King/Snohomish County line) location was
identified and evaluated as part of the conveyance alignment screening
process. The western segment of the proposed Route 9 effluent corridor
does follow the county line. Policy screening criteria did include
consideration of minimizing construction impacts to private residences
and commercial property. Portal evaluation and screening
documentation are provided in Appendices 2-B, Portal Screening Level
1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-C, Portal 19 Screening Level 3
Documentation, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment E23-1

If trucks from the construction did significantly impact the
roads in the vicinity of the treatment plant, then King County
would implement appropriate reasonable mitigation in
accordance with City of Edmonds permitting requirements. 

The retaining walls proposed for the Unocal treatment plant
site are similar to those constructed at the West Point
Treatment Plant. Typically retaining walls do not use deep
foundation piles, but rather soldier piles that are slightly
higher than the retaining wall (which would be a maximum
of 50 feet tall). These piles would be tied back horizontally
into the slope using tiebacks. Fifty-foot high retaining walls
are not uncommon and have been proven to successfully
stabilize slopes.

Response to Comment E23-2

The Kingston Arch is a broad area of uplift that has been
defined using indirect, geophysical measurements.
Geologists’ interpretations of the significance of the Kingston
Arch differ. Some interpretations associate the Kingston Arch
with faulting deep beneath the ground surface. Identifying the
distance from the Kingston Arch to the Unocal site or any
other surface feature is difficult because it is a broad, regional
feature that covers a large area—not a discrete line or
surface. The Brightwater Treatment Plant would be located in
an area of moderate to high seismic risk as defined by the
Uniform Building Code. Strict building codes would need to
be met to protect structures and features from the relatively
high seismic risk at either the Unocal or Route 9 sites.
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Response to Comment E23-3

Best management practices (BMPs) would be used during
construction to manage stormwater and minimize adverse
impacts related to erosion and sedimentation. These BMPs
are described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. King County
would work with the local jurisdictions to amend and add to
those BMPs included in the Final EIS, as required. The soils
at the Route 9 and Unocal sites are described in Chapter 4
and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment I179-1

Thank you for your comment. We’re sorry that you had
difficulty hearing the proceedings.

Response to Comment I179-2

For updated air modeling information please refer to
Chapter 5 and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. Please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
information regarding mitigation plans and policies. 

Response to Comment I179-3

As set forth in detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, if the
Route 9 System Alternative is selected, then reasonable
mitigation measures, appropriate construction techniques,
and appropriate operational practices would be employed to
avoid contamination and other potential significant adverse
impacts to aquifers and other drinking water resources. 

Response to Comment I179-4

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment I179-5

As set forth in detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, if the
Route 9 System Alternative is selected, then reasonable
mitigation measures, appropriate construction techniques,
and appropriate operational practices would be employed to
avoid contamination and other potential significant adverse
impacts to aquifers and other drinking water resources.
Similarly, as discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 6 of the
Final EIS, large storms and earthquakes would not cause
adverse environmental impacts to water resources. 
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Response to Comment I179-6

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1 and E13-
4, for information on King County’s authority to site projects in
Snohomish County and the role of local jurisdictions that have
regulatory authority over Brightwater regional facilities.
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Response to Comment I250-1

Secondary clarifiers are no longer proposed for the Route 9
site. For more information on membrane bioreactors (MBR)
in the secondary process at the Brightwater Treatment Plant,
please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-54.

Response to Comment I250-2

The Final EIS analysis includes site-specific data collected at
the Route 9 site. For information on the meteorological data
used in the odor and air quality analysis, please refer to the
response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36.

Response to Comment I250-3

As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant will use the most advanced odor
control technology available in the United States. Modeling
results indicate that there would be no detectable odor
beyond the fence line of either treatment plant site. Potential
impacts to salmonids in the Sammamish River and Lake
Washington from emergency overflows are disclosed in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I250-4

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures for these identified
impacts beyond that characterized in this comment. As with
any large project of this scale, more detailed analysis is being
conducted on all aspects of the project. Moreover, additional
evaluation of impacts and consideration of mitigation
measures have been conducted in response to Draft EIS
comments. As appropriate, much of this additional analysis is
set forth in the text and appendices of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment E6-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I359-1

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment I353-1.
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Response to Comment I78-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.
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Response to Comment I254-1

We have added your name to our mailing list. Please refer to
the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-
31, for a list of public involvement activities that have been
completed to date.
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Response to Comment I6-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment E20-1

Large central facilities are more cost-effective to build and
operate than many smaller plants. For a brief history behind
this decision, please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS or the
response to Save Little Bear Creek Coalition, Comment O15-
41. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment E20-2

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108, The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-246, and Comment E20-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment E20-3

King County has responded individually to all comments
received on the Draft EIS, conducted additional studies, and
revised the EIS as appropriate. Please refer to the Responses
to Comments on the Draft EIS; to the Final EIS; and to the
appendices to the Final EIS.

Response to Comment E20-4

As disclosed in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, while it is
infeasible to “guarantee” against spills due to unforeseeable
events, the risk of public exposure to sewage spills would be
very low. This is due to features at the treatment plant such as
a flow bypass system, redundant power sources, spill
containment berms, and other features. As a system,
Brightwater would also minimize the likelihood of
emergency overflows through system storage, the ability to
transfer flows to another treatment plant, and other measures.
The Final EIS provides more information regarding the
potential frequency and magnitude of overflows at the
planned emergency relief point on the Sammamish River.
Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comments W3-117, and
W3-121, and to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-35. 

Response to Comment E20-5

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.

Response to Comment E20-6

The SEPA Rules state that an EIS is not required to evaluate
cost and economic impacts (WAC 197-11-448 and 450);
therefore, such an analysis is not provided in the Brightwater
EIS. However, King County has prepared updated cost
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estimates, which are available with supporting documentation in local
libraries. The information may also be obtained by calling the
Brightwater project at 206-684-6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571. For
information on the potential for sewage spills, please refer to Chapter 9
of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment E20-7

For information on how new and current facilities are paid
for, please refer to the financial policies in King County Code
Chapter 28.86.160 and Ordinance 13680 adopting the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). This
information can be requested from the Metropolitan King
County Council by calling 206-296-1000 or through their
Web site at http://www.metrokc.gov/. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I413-1

The SEPA Rules state that a proposal by a lead agency or
applicant may be put forward as an objective, as several
alternative means of accomplishing a goal, or as a particular
or preferred course of action (WAC 197-11-060(3)). An EIS
must describe the proposal, or preferred alternative if one
exists, and alternative courses of action. SEPA states that
alternatives must be reasonable and that “reasonable” is
intended to limit the number and range of alternatives, as
well as the amount of detailed analysis for each alternative.
The level of detail should be tailored to the significance of
environmental impacts. The EIS may discuss a range of
alternatives or a few representative alternatives, rather than
every possible reasonable variation. In addition, the EIS may
indicate the main reasons for eliminating alternatives from
detailed study (WAC 197-11-440(5)).

The process used to screen and select alternatives for
consideration in the EIS is described in Chapter 2 of the Draft
and Final EIS. Using adopted policy criteria and
environmental information, King County narrowed the
number of alternatives for consideration in the EIS in order to
avoid unnecessary cost and delay in conducting the
environmental review and in siting and constructing the
Brightwater System.

Response to Comment I413-2

The Final EIS has been revised to provide more detail on the
“Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative” that considers co-
location with the Edmonds Crossing project. This is
considered a “sub-alternative” in that it has many of the same
characteristics as the Base Alternative for the Unocal site.
The project description for the lid sub-alternative is described
in detail in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I413-3

King County is authorized by Washington State law to condemn
property both within and outside its geographic boundaries, including
within Snohomish County and its cities, to construct, operate, and
maintain water pollution abatement facilities, such as the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Please refer to RCW 35.58.200;
35.58.320; 35.56.010. This authority is similar to the legal authority
granted to all cities and certain utilities in order to provide public service
infrastructure.
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Response to Comment I413-4

The figures in the Draft EIS were accurate and complete to
the best of King County’s knowledge when the Draft EIS
was published. Figures in the Final EIS have been revised to
reflect new information and correct any identified
inaccuracies. King County is not issuing a Supplemental
Draft EIS.

Response to Comment I413-5

Please refer to the response to Freeman, Comment I416-1.
King County is not issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment I413-6

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I413-7

The geologic cross sections for the Unocal site that are
included in the Draft and Final EIS are from a publicly
available report submitted by the site owner to the
Washington State Department of Ecology. No changes in
geologic interpretation have been made by King County.
Data specific to the Brightwater Treatment Plant, such as
excavation levels and extent of structures, were then added to
the cross sections and the geology deposits were colored for
clarification.

Response to Comment I413-8

Structures at the plant site would be designed based on the
2003 International Building Code (IBC), which is anticipated
to be adopted in Washington State in 2004. The code
provides a method for determining the site-specific ground
acceleration associated with an earthquake that has a 10
percent chance of occurrence over a 50-year period (roughly
a 500-year recurrence interval). The method considers the
soil types at the site and the importance and function of the
structures. The code also dictates specific design checks
related to these accelerations. The designers will modify the
site-specific accelerations if appropriate, based on ongoing
research by regional seismologists with regard to the South
Whidbey Fault.

The seismic accelerations developed from the IBC, or
modification of it, will be used in slope-stability calculations.
Local practice is to use a global factor of safety of 1.0 to 1.1
for global slope stability. The IBC dictates factors of safety
for the local stability of walls considering seismic loading.

A standardized design method for designing in liquefiable
soils is not included in the IBC. Instead, structural design
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with consideration of post-liquefied soil strength and the potential for
settlement or lateral movement is left to the geotechnical engineer.
Design criteria with respect to liquefaction at the plant site have not
been completely developed at this time, but in any case, all major
structures and pipelines would be protected from liquefaction. For
example, structures on the lower yard at the Unocal site would be pile-
supported and pipes would have flexible couplings at connections to
structures.

Response to Comment I413-9

The retaining wall construction method has not been selected at this
stage of the project, but would likely consist of a soldier pile/lagging
wall with permanent tie-backs (similar to the wall constructed at the
West Point Treatment Plant adjacent to Discovery Park). The design of
this retaining structure would include additional soil borings,
geotechnical laboratory tests, perhaps a field test program for tie-back
anchors, and standard structural and geotechnical design analyses for
tie-back retaining walls. The construction sequence consists of installing
the vertical soldier piles along the wall length at a specific spacing
(generally 6 to 8 feet on-center). With the soldier piles in place, the soil
in front of the soil pile wall is excavated from the ground surface
downward for several feet. Excavation then temporarily stops while
horizontal lagging boards are placed between the flanges of the soldier
piles. With this portion of the wall stable, the excavation proceeds
several more feet until the engineering calculations require that a row of
tie-back anchors be installed. These anchors, which consist of braided
wire cable that can be post-tensioned, are installed and grouted into the
soil formation behind the wall and essentially pull the wall face back
into the soil. Once the row of anchors is in-placed, the
excavation/lagging/anchor installation process proceeds downward until
the finish grade is reached. For the completed project, fascia is often
placed on the exposed side of the soldier pile wall for aesthetic
purposes. Tie-back anchor loads can also be monitored with time.

Response to Comment I413-10

Compliance with OSHA will be specified as a requirement in the
construction documents for all contractors. In addition, OSHA

inspectors routinely make inspection visits to construction sites of the
size of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment I413-11

King County has reviewed available environmental databases that list C
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) sites to determine that no currently listed CERCLA sites
exist in the project area. Please refer to the Region 10 Environmental
Protection Agency located in Seattle (or to their Web site online at:
http://www.epa.gov/region10/ (retrieved October 1, 2003)), where
current CERCLA sites in the State of Washington are listed.

Response to Comment I413-12

The steps that will be taken to ensure compliance with the regulation
areas that mentioned in the comment include (1) meetings with
regulatory agencies during the EIS process to familiarize them with the
project (ongoing), (2) additional data gathering and design to support
permit applications (permit and design phase), (3) meetings with the
regulatory agencies during the permit application phase with submittal
of detailed draft permits and plans for agency review, (4) finalization of
permit applications and supporting materials as requested by reviewing
agencies, (5) preparation of construction documents that prescribe the
contractor’s requirements to meet all applicable regulations, (6)
contractor submittals of compliance and monitoring plans, (7) King
County review (and other agency review as applicable) of contractor
submittals, and (8) ongoing QA/QC during construction.

Response to Comment I413-13

Measures to comply with NPDES permit regulations are described in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. For more specific details, refer to
Appendices 6-C, Management of Water Quality During Construction at
the Treatment Plant Sites, 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at
the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I413-14

Inspection and reporting procedures would vary for each regulation and
permit applied to the project. For example, the inspection and reporting
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procedures for monitoring well installation to comply with state well
standards (Chapter 173-160 WAC) include a notification of intent to
install a well and submittal of the completed geologic log and well
construction diagram to the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology). Ecology may conduct an inspection during well installation.
Additional inspection and reporting procedures will be determined by
specific permit conditions. Permitting would begin after the Final EIS is
complete and a decision regarding selection of a system is made by the
King County Executive.

Response to Comment I413-15

In hydrologic analyses performed for EISs, floods in excess of the 100-
year event are typically not reviewed because they are unlikely to occur
during the life of the project. SEPA (and NEPA) guidelines state that an
EIS “shall consider the range of probable impact, including short-term
and long-term impacts. Impacts shall include those that are likely to
arise or exist over the lifetime of a proposal or, depending upon the
particular proposal, longer.” (WAC 197-11-060 4(c)). Further,
“probable” is defined as “likely or reasonably likely to occur, as in ’a
reasonable probability of more than a moderate effect upon the quality
of the environment‘. Probable is used to distinguish likely impacts from
those that merely have a possibility of occurring, but are remote or
speculative.” (WAC 197-11-782)

Response to Comment I413-16

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 
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Response to Comment I413-17

Treatment technologies for the intercepted groundwater
would likely include oil/water separation, dissolved air
flotation, organoclay filtration, air stripping, or carbon
filtration. Treated groundwater would either be discharged to
Puget Sound or to the Edmonds Marsh as supplemental
surface water, both under an NPDES permit.

Response to Comment I413-18

Surficial exposures at the Unocal site are Holocene age. The
Unocal site has two distinctly different soil and topographic
areas (the lower yard and the upper yard), which have
distinctly different soils and soil properties. The lower yard is
composed primarily of fill and alluvial beach deposits and
has a moderate to high permeability in the range of 10–2

centimeters per second (cm/sec) to 10–4 cm/sec. The upper
yard soil is a series of interbedded silty sands, sandy silts,
silt, and clay with occasional sand inter-beds. This type of
deposit typically has a permeability that ranges from 10–4 to
10–7 cm/sec depending on the soil type.

Response to Comment I413-19

Potential geologic hazard areas for the Unocal site are
summarized and addressed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS and
consist of liquefaction potential for some site soil, steep slope
areas, and erosion potential (because of steep slopes).

Response to Comment I413-20

A significant amount of publicly available data exists on the
Unocal subsurface conditions based on over 170 borings
drilled and logged by the site owner. This information
describes soil types, geologic units, and groundwater levels
across the site. Because of this significant amount of data, it
was not necessary for King County to conduct any additional
field explorations at the Unocal site in order to identify the
potential significant adverse environmental impacts and
mitigation measures for this site.
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Response to Comment I413-21

Erosion is typically an “at-surface” effect of soil being eroded by
surface water runoff. During construction, slopes would be protected
from erosion by several methods, including implementing an approved
surface water and erosion management plan; routing surface water
around sloped areas; and protecting slopes with either temporary
vegetation or with other surfaces such as weighted-down plastic sheets,
straw bales and/or sediment fences at designated locations, etc.

Response to Comment I413-22

Excavation and replacement of liquefiable soil is just one of several
measures that can be used to mitigate the potential adverse effects of
liquefaction due to a seismic event. A more standard and cost effective
approach is to support the structures on deep foundations that penetrate
through the liquefiable layer and are founded in dense stable soils. This
is the liquefaction mitigation approach that is proposed for the structures
in the Unocal lower yard area.

Response to Comment I413-23

As noted in the discussions of Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, structures in
the lower yard area would be founded on deep pilings that penetrate
through the liquefaction-prone soil rather than shallow foundations that
bear on the liquefaction-prone soil. Therefore, this soil can stay in place
without risk to the structures should an earthquake of sufficient
magnitude occur that results in liquefaction.

Response to Comment I413-24

Please refer to the response to Comment I413-18 in this letter.

Response to Comment I413-25

To date, this silt layer, when wet, has not resulted in a slide even with
the high loading pressures that were once present on this deposit when
Unocal sited its product tanks in the upper yard area. This lack of slide
occurrence, though anecdotal, is informative and does suggest that the
upper yard hillslope had sufficient stability to safely support the Unocal
tanks even under the wet rainy times of the year when most slides occur.
If the Unocal site is selected for construction of the treatment plant, an

engineered retaining wall would be constructed to support the cut slope
of the upper yard. This retaining wall is a mitigation approach in itself in
that areas of high landslide potential are often stabilized with engineered
walls (for example, the I-5 retaining walls through downtown Seattle
and the West Point Treatment Plant wall adjacent to Discovery Park are
just two of the many landslide-stabilizing walls in the area).

Response to Comment I413-26

This level of detailed information pertaining to the Whidbey Formation
has not been gathered for this Final EIS and is not pertinent to the
evaluation of potential impacts and mitigation that could result from
constructing and operating the Brightwater Treatment Plant at this site.

Response to Comment I413-27

The soil to be removed from the Unocal site is mostly upper yard soil
that is too silty to reuse for site fill. The soil that would remain in the
upper yard area is very dense, is not saturated, and is not subject to
liquefaction.

Response to Comment I413-28

The Whidbey Formation is not expected to have large groundwater
flows, but rather intermittent, seasonal perched flows that are fed from
surface water infiltration. During construction, the small flows from the
Whidbey Formation located in the upper yard area would be managed
with other onsite surface water and discharged into Puget Sound after
any necessary treatment.

Response to Comment I413-29

Analyses of the potential impacts to the Edmonds Marsh as the result of
construction dewatering and long-term operations are evaluated in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS and
summarized in the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15. As stated in these references, potential
impacts to the marsh during construction are expected to be low and
would be managed using stringent construction dewatering methods
(vertical hydraulic barrier wall in combination with wells and surface
water augmentation as necessary). No long-term impacts to the marsh
are expected because no long-term dewatering is planned.
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Response to Comment I413-30

The alluvium located beneath the beach fill at the Unocal site
is not necessarily liquefaction-prone. Liquefaction depends
on density, overburden pressure (its nearness to the surface),
and gradation and porosity. As described in Chapter 4 of the
Final EIS, the mitigation approach for liquefaction-prone soil
in the lower yard is to build the structures on piles that
penetrate through the unstable soil to stable underlying
material.

Response to Comment I413-31

This level of analysis is not necessary to evaluate the
potential significant impacts and mitigations to the earth
environment at the Unocal site and is more appropriate at the
design level if the Unocal site is selected. The requested data
are not currently available.

Response to Comment I413-32

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I413-33

Protecting against liquefaction is a standard part of
geotechnical and structural engineering design. Portals or
tunnels constructed in areas subject to liquefaction would be
designed to withstand the effects of liquefaction.
Alternatively, measures could be implemented during
construction to prevent liquefaction, such as in-place soil
densification or soil grouting. 

Response to Comment I413-34

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-72.

Response to Comment I413-35

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, describes King
County’s current understanding of the groundwater
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contamination documented to exist at the Unocal site and the current
site owner’s plans for remediation. Appendix 6-B also describes
potential construction dewatering needed to construct structures at the
Unocal site and onsite treatment options that could be used to treat
extracted groundwater if it is found to be contaminated above regulatory
levels. Chapter 6 summarizes how groundwater extracted as part of
construction would be disposed of after treatment, which could include
discharge to existing surface water bodies if required water quality
parameters could be met through treatment. Should the Unocal site be
selected, detailed studies and plans would be conducted to evaluate
treatment methods for potentially contaminated groundwater.

Response to Comment I413-36

There is no proposal to remove marine sediments to prevent a
submarine slide.   

Response to Comment I413-37

The amount of site area that is exposed at any one time is a function of
the construction sequencing and the erosion and sediment control
requirements. Erosion and sediment control requirements include
general guidance for minimizing the area exposed at any one time, with
more restrictions on the amount that can be exposed during the wet
season, as well as the requirement that substantially greater amounts of
controls are required for that time of the year. This would result in the
scheduling of work that is likely to result in a high risk of erosion (e.g.,
excavation of large areas, land disturbing activities up-gradient of
receiving waters) in the summer season. Numerous cover materials and
methods are likely to be used, depending on areal extent, slope, amount
of runoff likely to occur, and many other factors, which would be
considered in final design.

Response to Comment I413-38

As described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS and the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-15, a combination of dewatering wells on the plant site
with a vertical flow barrier wall (tight sheet piles) adjacent to the
Edmonds Marsh would be used to protect the marsh. Introducing
additional surface water to the marsh is also planned as a precautionary

measure should monitoring detect that the dewatering would lower the
water level in the marsh. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for
this surface water augmentation approach.

Response to Comment I413-39

The Final EIS does not consider a cofferdam for construction
dewatering at the Unocal site, but rather a vertical barrier wall such as
watertight sheet piles. Sheet piles would be removed when no longer
needed for construction dewatering so that the natural water supply to
the marsh would be restored. If needed during construction dewatering
to maintain the current water level in the marsh, water may be
introduced to the marsh. The source of this water depends on the
amount of water needed and would likely include construction
dewatering water that has been treated to surface water discharge
quality.

Response to Comment I413-40

Excess soil would be trucked from the Unocal site. The necessary truck
trips are considered in traffic impacts evaluations, in Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I413-41

Specific locations of stormwater treatment ponds have not been
determined at this phase of the project and are typically determined
either in design or permitting. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS,
which describes surface water management in greater detail.

Response to Comment I413-42

The retaining wall construction method has not been selected at this
stage of the project, but would likely consist of a soldier pile/lagging
wall with permanent tie-backs (similar to the wall constructed at the
West Point Treatment Plant adjacent to Discovery Park). The
construction sequence consists of installing the vertical soldier piles
along the wall length at a specific spacing (generally 6 to 8 feet on-
center). With the soldier piles in place, the soil in front of the soil pile
wall is excavated from the ground surface downward for several feet.
Excavation then temporarily stops while horizontal lagging boards are
placed between the flanges of the soldier piles. With this portion of the
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wall stable, the excavation proceeds several more feet until the
engineering calculations require that a row of tie-back anchors be
installed. These anchors are installed and grouted into the soil formation
behind the wall and essentially pull the wall face back into the soil.
Once the row of anchors is in place, the excavation/lagging/anchor
installation process proceeds downward until the finish grade is reached.
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Response to Comment I413-43

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I413-44

Excavation across the Unocal site would vary. In the lower
yard, excavation to about 35 feet would occur. However, all
structures would be pile-supported in the lower yard area,
and, therefore, liquefaction potential impacts would be
mitigated by the deep foundations. Of the excavated material,
suitable material would be retained onsite and re-compacted
to appropriate densities, while unsuitable material would be
removed from the site. As noted above, the liquefaction
potential at the Unocal site would be mitigated by founding
the structures in the lower yard area on piles.

Response to Comment I413-45

Several types of fill would likely need to be imported and
each type of fill would be specified in the construction
documents based on its design use (i.e., structural fill beneath
slabs and around walls, drainage gravel behind walls, pea
gravel around pipes, general site fill outside the boundaries of
structures, and topsoil). Imported fill would generally be a
soil that can achieve the necessary geotechnical properties
and strength and is readily compactable in most weather
conditions.

Response to Comment I413-46

Excavated material that would be reused would be stored
onsite at locations designated to the construction contractor in
the construction documents. Several considerations would go
into identifying material storage locations, such as
construction traffic patterns, construction sequence,
proximity of buried structures/utilities, and proximity of
sensitive areas.
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Response to Comment I413-47

Please refer to Comment I413-42 in this letter.

Response to Comment I413-48

Please refer to Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater,
of the Final EIS and the response to the Washington State Department
of Ecology, Comment W5-15. These sources of information summarize
that perched water in the upper yard area has not been quantified
because of the complexity of the interbedded soil layers, but is expected
to be small and easily manageable as has been shown in similar deposits
in the Puget Sound region. Perched water is expected to be collected
within the excavation in sumps and conveyed to construction surface
water management systems (settling ponds) prior to eventual discharge
to Puget Sound after it is verified that water quality parameters have
been achieved. The draining of the perched water levels will have no
effect on the adjoining roadway at the south end of the Unocal site.

Response to Comment I413-49

Please refer to response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15, which describes the dewatering approach
for the portion of the Unocal site adjacent to the Edmonds Marsh. The
dewatering system is planned to consist of dewatering wells at the plant
site combined with a vertical barrier wall (tight-sheet piles) adjacent to
the marsh. This system would significantly reduce water from the marsh
being drawn into the well system. As a precautionary mitigation, if the
water level in the marsh decreases, surface water meeting applicable
discharge standards could be temporarily introduced to the marsh to
maintain its normal levels.

Response to Comment I413-50

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15, and Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I413-51

As stated in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and Chapter 4 of
the Final EIS, piling would be used to support some structures at the

Unocal site. Vibrations through soil from pile installation are not
expected to be a significant load to the retaining walls and no adverse
impact is anticipated.

Response to Comment I413-52

The retaining walls have not been designed, and, therefore, no design
assumptions have been made at this phase of the project. For this Final
EIS, the retaining walls have been judged to be technically feasible
based on similar wall types and heights safely constructed and standing
in similar soil conditions throughout the Puget Sound region. The
retaining wall at the West Point Treatment Plant adjacent to Discovery
Park is an example of a soldier pile wall with permanent tie-backs that
may be used.

These design parameters are not yet known and are details that will be
part of the permitting process. The determination of the detailed design
parameters is not necessary to identify potential significant impacts and
possible mitigation measures for the project.

The offset distance has not been specifically determined, because this
wall has not been designed. However, offset distances are typically
based on the access space needed for construction of the wall and then
for long-term maintenance. Offsets in the range of 15 feet and greater
are typical.

Again, the wall has not yet been designed, so the surcharge loads have
not been determined. The surcharges to the wall, both during
construction (equipment, staging of materials) and long-term (the
weight of the structures behind the walls), would be determined and
considered in the design and permitting of the facility.

The entire 130-foot cut would be stabilized with a series of retaining
walls. For this Final EIS, a maximum wall height of 50 feet was
assumed. Therefore, a 130-foot cut could be stabilized with a series of
three walls.

The retaining walls are located in the upper yard area where there is no
liquefaction-prone soil.

These design parameters are not yet known and are details that will be
part of the permitting process. The determination of the detailed design
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parameters is not necessary to identify potential significant impacts and
possible mitigation measures for the project.

Operation of treatment plants does not stop in wet weather. They
operate year-round, in all weather conditions.

Response to Comment I413-53

High concentrations of sediments or contaminants are not anticipated
during construction of the conveyance system, except possibly at the
Chevron property. Plans for working on the Chevron property would be
developed during the design phase, with the intent of not working in
contaminated areas to the degree possible. If contaminants were
encountered elsewhere, and all indications are that other areas will not
be contaminated, site- and situation-specific decisions would be made to
deal with the contamination in conjunction with the appropriate
regulatory agency, principally the Washington State Department of
Ecology.

Response to Comment I413-54

The proposed monitoring of the sediments surrounding the outfall is
outlined in Appendix 3-I, Routine Monitoring Plan for the Receiving
Environment in the Vicinity of the Brightwater Treatment System
Marine Outfall, of the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to
Snohomish County Public Works, Comment S2-3. Sediment quality
standards have been developed to limit the levels of contamination in
marine sediments. Failure to meet these standards would likely result in
a monetary fine to the permit holder. King County is confident that it
will easily meet all standards with the proposed Brightwater System
because of the high level of treatment being proposed for the system. 
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Response to Comment I413-55

Population and employment forecasts in north King County
and south Snohomish County and how those forecasts are
used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I413-56

The alternative for the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the
Unocal site has a structural lid sub-alternative that allows
provision for the Edmonds Crossing project in its design. The
lid would accommodate all the facilities currently described
for the project in accordance with the Project Update -
Alternative for Point Edwards Ferry Terminal and
Multimodal Center (brochure from January 2003). The lid
and accommodation of the Edmonds Crossing facility are
further described in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I413-57

The best management practices (BMPs) for erosion and
sediment control are discussed in Appendix 6-C,
Management of Water Quality During Construction at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS. Detailed descriptions
of the BMPs and their design and application can be found in
Chapter 4 of the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001).

Response to Comment I413-58

Discussions with the Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology) have indicated that Ecology plans to
regulate stormwater through an individual NPDES
stormwater construction permit rather than a general permit.
Guidance on management techniques for construction
stormwater is derived from Ecology’s Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington (August
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2001). Please refer to Ecology’s Web site at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/manual.html for more
information on the Manual. 

Response to Comment I413-59

Maintaining vegetative growth for erosion protection and providing
adequate surface water runoff controls are standard approaches used at
most, if not all, construction sites. The specific steps necessary to
maintain these types of standard systems will be set forth during the
permitting process.

Response to Comment I413-60

Please refer to Comment I413-37 in this letter. Although a higher
percentage of the Unocal site would disturbed at any one time in
contrast with the Route 9 site and there would be different measures
applied to each site as appropriate to their site-specific conditions, the
objective of the final design will be to minimize the amount of erosion
and sedimentation during construction.

Response to Comment I413-61

A description of the use of sedimentation ponds is set forth in Chapter 6
of the Final EIS. The specific locations of sedimentation ponds will be
decided during permitting.

Response to Comment I413-62

This comment requests detailed design information beyond an analysis
of probable significant adverse environmental impacts and reasonable
mitigation measures. This detailed information would be part of final
design or part of the contractor’s sediment control plan, especially when
performance-based standards are specified in the construction
documents.

Response to Comment I413-63

For some structures in the lower yard area, groundwater will need to be
lowered to about 30 feet below existing grade as described in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. A combination of
dewatering wells on the plant site with a vertical flow barrier wall (tight
sheet piles) adjacent to the Edmonds Marsh would be used to protect the

marsh. A precautionary measure of introducing additional surface water
to the marsh is also planned, should the dewatering lower the water
level in the marsh. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for this
surface water augmentation approach. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, and
Appendix 6-B for a detailed discussion of this issue.

Response to Comment I413-64

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I413-65

The response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-15, summarizes dewatering analyses and results relative
to the Edmonds Marsh. Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS provides a more detailed summary of the analyses.
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses the specific surface water
augmentation measures that may be implemented if necessary to
maintain existing water levels in the marsh. As stated in these
references, no significant adverse environmental impact to the marsh is
anticipated.

Response to Comment I413-66

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Response to Comment I413-67

The method of shoring used is typically the contractor’s choice within
the constraints provided by the contract documents. Shoring methods
are expected to include open-cut excavations where excavations are
somewhat shallow and sufficient area exists to lay back a stable slope,
inter-locked steel sheet piles, moveable trench boxes, and combinations
of methods.

Response to Comment I413-68

This comment requests detailed design information beyond
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures. The depth
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of piles would be determined during the design and permitting phases of
the project.

Response to Comment I413-69

King County did not conduct any subsurface sampling at the Unocal site
as part of this Final EIS. Subsurface sampling conducted by the site
owner (EMCON, 1998) did not extend below the 42-foot depth of the
alluvium layer.

Reference:

EMCON. 1998. Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Unocal Edmonds
Bulk Fuel Terminal. Edmonds, Washington. Prepared for Unocal
Corporation Asset Management Group. October 19, 1998.

Response to Comment I413-70

Pile driving vibrations are not typically considered a risk to the stability
of slopes in very dense, over-consolidated material, such as is present in
the upper yard at the Unocal site. The magnitude of soil particle
movement is very small relative to ground shaking from an earthquake
and therefore cannot exert large inertial forces. For the treatment plant
structures in the lower yard that would be supported by piles, the piles
would be installed by auger boring, vibratory hammer, or impact
hammer. Vibrations from auger boring are small and typically not of
concern, even to sensitive structures more than a few feet away.
Vibrations from vibratory and impact hammers are larger, but are
attenuated logarithmically with distance. For example, vibrations from
an impact hammer might cause damage to residential construction
located 10 feet away, but at a distance of 100 feet vibrations would be
just noticeable and unlikely to cause damage to even the most sensitive
of structures. It is common to set vibration limits to protect nearby
structures and to require monitoring with a portable seismograph to
verify compliance.
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Response to Comment I413-71

The estimated depth to the bottom of the pile caps at the
Unocal site for the multimodal lid is approximately 9.5 feet.
Please refer to Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS for more information. 

Response to Comment I413-72

The retaining walls have not yet been designed. The safety
factor for the design would be developed during the design
phase.

Response to Comment I413-73

The plan and elevation for the lid at the Unocal site are
included in Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I413-74

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Public
Works, Comment S2-3
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Response to Comment I66-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I228-1

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, the application of policy criteria and
environmental factors led to the selection of alternatives for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials,
can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm (retrieved
June 13, 2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater
project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-
mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov. Please refer to the
response to Drake, Comment E20-4, for information
regarding the prevention of spills at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant. 
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Response to Comment I308-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I308-2

The surface area of a portal does not significantly vary as a
function of the portal depth. A minimum 1- to 2-acre portal is
sufficient for all depths indicated in the Final EIS.

There will be no road from the bottom of the portal to the
surface for muck removal. Muck removal will be conducted
using hoists, elevators, and/or conveyance belts.
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Response to Comment I97-1

Precautions for dust, mud, and debris from construction trucks
and tires, such as onsite wash pads, could be included in
mitigation measures developed as part of the traffic
management plan (TMP).

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment
C3-16. A TMP has been included in the Final EIS that includes
specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic impacts
during construction.

Parking at portal siting areas would be provided onsite, but
carpools would be encouraged to reduce traffic. Parking at the
Unocal site would be offsite. Please refer to the response to the
City of Edmonds, Comment C9-112, regarding offsite parking
for construction workers at the Unocal site. Parking at the
Route 9 site would be provided onsite. After the treatment
plant is constructed, adequate parking for employees and
visitors would be provided onsite. Please refer to Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS for more detail.

Response to Comment I97-2

King County will follow established contracting procedures
when hiring businesses and workers to construct the
Brightwater project. Information on contracting procedures can
be obtained by calling King County Professional and
Construction Services at 206-684-2049.
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Response to Comment I360-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment E7-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS and Appendices 3-
A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. Long-term and
short-term impacts for wastewater facilities will be mitigated
within the communities where they are located. King
County’s goal will be to construct regional wastewater
facilities that enhance the quality of life in the region and in
the local community and that are not detrimental to the
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quality of life in their vicinity. Once a final decision is made on the
location for the Brightwater System, King County will work with
affected jurisdictions to ensure that there are no significant adverse
environmental impacts to the community.
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Response to Comment E8-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment I361-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I361-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.

Response to Comment I361-3

Please note that the influent conveyance route for the Route 9
project alternatives has been revised and no longer includes
Portal Siting Area 10 in Lake Forest Park. It is a secondary
portal for the Unocal Alternative, and may not even be
needed. Please refer to the revised project description in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I309-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I309-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I362-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I362-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.
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Response to Comment E26-1

EISs evaluate probable significant adverse environmental
impacts within a prescribed range of potential occurrence.
The prescribed range of potential occurrence is typically
based on the type of structure planned. For instance, a huge
hydroelectric dam, radioactive waste repository, or nuclear
power plant would require evaluation of many risk factors
even though the events have a low likelihood of occurring.
For lower risk facilities, such as municipal wastewater
treatment plants, evaluating the impact of a “massive
destructive earthquake” is not required. However, the
structures are required to be designed to withstand earthquake
loadings that are specifically prescribed for the Puget Sound
region.

Response to Comment E26-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. As part of the mitigation, a flagger and off-
duty police officers would be deployed at the intersection of
Edmonds Way (SR-104) and Pine Street to provide traffic
control and reduce traffic impacts. 

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-287. The methodology provided in the
Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition (TRB, 2000) for
analyzing intersection operations does include volume
peaking factors that take into account the surge in ferry
traffic. Actual traffic counts on SR-104, which include the
ferry traffic, were used to establish the peaking factors. 

Reference:

TRB. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition.
National Academy of Sciences Transportation Research
Board Special Report 209.
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Response to Comment I248-1

The intersection LOS on SR-104 has been updated in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS. The traffic analysis was prepared using
the travel demand model developed by PSRC to reflect the
regional traffic and land use growth along with planned
developments for future years 2007, 2010, and 2040. The
PSRC’s model should already include the short range or
adopted plans from all jurisdictions within King, Pierce, and
Snohomish Counties.

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-283. The methodology described in the
Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition (TRB, 2000) does
take into account roadway grades, volume peaking factors for
high ferry traffic surges, the percentage of trucks in the traffic
stream, acceleration characteristics of trucks, and all traffic
entering the intersection (including the minor streets).

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. A traffic plan has been included in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS that addresses specific mitigation
measures to reduce traffic impacts during construction. As
part of the mitigation, flaggers and off-duty police officers
would be deployed at the intersection of Edmonds Way (SR-
104) and Pine Street to provide traffic control. Temporary
mitigation measures were also proposed for the impacted
intersection during construction and are included in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS.

Reference:

TRB. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition.
National Academy of Sciences Transportation Research
Board Special Report 209.

Response to Comment I248-2

Brightwater facilities are being built to address the projected
needs for additional wastewater capacity identified in
comprehensive plans in the service area. The impacts of new
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development, which may follow the construction of Brightwater, have
already been addressed in the context of the SEPA review conducted
earlier in conjunction with the adoption of local comprehensive plans in
the jurisdictions included within the Brightwater Service Area. In
addition, local comprehensive plans designate the proposed general
distribution and general location and extent of land uses, including
population densities, building intensities, and estimates of future
population growth. These plans also outline the general location,
proposed location, and capacity of all existing and proposed utilities
(RCW 36.70A.070). The result is that under the Growth Management
Act, state-generated population projections drive local land use planning
processes; those processes control the location and type of new
development, which in turn dictate the general location and size of
wastewater treatment facilities as well as other utilities. The Final EIS
contains a discussion of indirect and cumulative impacts, as required by
SEPA. Included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS is an additional
discussion of the possible significant impacts to local transportation
corridors and the possible reasonable mitigation measures that could
address the probable significant adverse environmental impacts of
Brightwater facilities. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS            Ellerman (I248)

Brightwater Final EIS 1789



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS            Ellerman (I248)

Brightwater Final EIS 1790

This page intentionally left blank.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Erickson (K4)

Brightwater Final EIS 1791

 

Response to Comment K4-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1,
and Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information on the project
description and comparison of alternatives.

Response to Comment K4-2

Updated conveyance and portal information is available in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 11 of the
Final EIS for a discussion of the regional policy framework
under which Brightwater has been planned.

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I180-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS and Appendices 3-
A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I180-2

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I180-3

Please refer to Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final EIS for updated
information on the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
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Response to Comment I274-1

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment I274-2

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571. 
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Response to Comment I98-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.
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Response to Comment I407-1

King County conducted numerous technical studies that
provide the basis for project design. The Final EIS provides a
more refined project description, a concise evaluation of
significant impacts, and additional information and technical
data in the appendices.

Response to Comment I407-2

The King County Executive has identified a preferred
alternative for the Brightwater proposal; however, a final
decision on the proposal will not be made until the
environmental review has been completed, the Final EIS has
been published, and the impacts of the proposal have been
considered.

Response to Comment I407-3

Slopes greater than 30 percent do not necessarily indicate an
instability problem. Slopes can be stable at near vertical.
Standard, proven engineering design and construction
practices are routinely used to address steep slopes in this
region. As the Brightwater System sites are selected and as
their respective design phases proceed, sloped areas will be
specifically evaluated to determine what, if any, design
and/or construction mitigation approaches will be needed.

Response to Comment I407-4

Landslides and high potential for slope instability were
evaluated for the Unocal site. The upper yard area of the
Unocal site is designated as a landslide risk because of its
degree of slope, soil type, and presence of perched water. If
this site is selected for the Brightwater Treatment Plant, this
slope would be cut into and stabilized with an engineered
retaining wall system that has drainage elements incorporated
into the design. As a point of reference, an engineered
retaining wall system is the method that is often used to
stabilize the most unstable of slopes. The wall would
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improve the safety of the slope and reduce the risk of landsliding. Slope
stability retaining walls have been constructed all over the Puget Sound
region for just this purpose (for example, I-5 tangent pile walls through
downtown Seattle, West Point Treatment Plant retaining wall adjacent
to Discovery Park, and Lake Washington Boulevard through the Leschi
Park area). Stabilizing potentially unstable slopes with walls is a normal
engineering method.
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Response to Comment I407-5

 Seven additional borings have been drilled at the Unocal site
as part of the Final EIS to address this concern, among
others. Please refer to Chapter 4 and to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I407-6

Please refer to the response to Comment I413-5 in this letter.

Response to Comment I407-7

As adverse risks from seismic events are not anticipated, no
specific mitigation approaches beyond the standard of
practice to design in accordance with applicable seismic
design codes is planned.

Response to Comment I407-8

Class 1 wetlands were evaluated as part of the site selection
process in terms of useable area of sites outside of known
Class 1 wetland areas. Sites with insufficient area outside of
known Class 1 wetlands were determined to be unsuitable for
siting purposes. While it is noted in Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS that Edmonds Marsh on the Unocal site is a Class 1
wetland, the site was determined to be suitable because
sufficient area remained outside of the wetland on which to
site the treatment plant.

Response to Comment I407-9

Similar to Class 1 wetlands, sites were evaluated for the
amount of useable area outside of 100-year floodplains.
Those areas with insufficient land area outside of 100-year
floodplains were determined to be less suitable. It is noted
that small portions of the Route 9 site are located in the 100-
year floodplain of Little Bear Creek. However, due to careful
design of the layout of the site, there are no permanent
building facilities planned for this portion of the site.
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Response to Comment I407-10

Please refer to the response to Comment I407-9 in this letter. 
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Response to Comment I407-11

King County relied on publicly available data to produce the
Draft EIS. The Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer Wellhead
Protection Plan (Golder Associates, 2000) was used to obtain
data on the Cross Valley water system in the Draft EIS. For
the Final EIS, King County contacted the Cross Valley Water
District directly to obtain any additional information
available. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for
additional information.

Response to Comment I407-12

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment I407-13

King County is committed to taking all reasonable and
necessary actions to make the Brightwater facilities good
neighbors wherever they are located. In response to
comments to the Draft EIS such as this calling for additional
specificity, the Final EIS contains more detailed information
and analysis of the probable significant impacts of the
Brightwater alternatives and reasonable mitigation measures

Response to Comment I407-14

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment I407-15

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
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balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I407-16

The two treatment plants have been designed to be identical to the
greatest extent possible. Variations include the size of the influent pump
station (bigger at Route 9 due to the higher lift), an effluent pump
station at Unocal (not required at Route 9), and ultraviolet disinfection
for MBR effluent at Unocal (sodium hypochlorite used in the effluent
tunnel at Route 9 for both MBR and ballasted sedimentation; sodium
hypochlorite used for ballasted sedimentation effluent onsite at Unocal).
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Response to Comment I407-17

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-16 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I407-18

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives. Please
refer to the response to Comment I407-15 in this letter
regarding cost.

Response to Comment I407-19

Please refer to the response to Comment I407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost. 

Response to Comment I407-20

Please refer to the response to Comment I407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost. 

Response to Comment I407-21

Please refer to the response to Comment I407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost. 

Response to Comment I407-22

Please refer to the response to Comment I407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost. Please refer to the response to Drake,
Comment E20-4, for information regarding the prevention of
spills at the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment I407-23

King County provided extensive notification about the
publication of the Draft EIS to affected parties in the
Brightwater project area. Please refer to the response to
Blumenthal, Comment I353-1, and the Distribution List at
the end of the Draft EIS and Final EIS. Snohomish County 
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Fire District #7 submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIS; please
refer to the letter and King County’s response in this document.

Response to Comment I407-24

Please refer to the response to Just the Facts, Comment O19-89. 

Response to Comment I407-25

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County Fire District No. 7,
Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment I407-26

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County Fire District No. 7,
Comment S1-2.
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Response to Comment I407-27

Chapter 9 of the Final EIS discloses potential health and
safety effects to surrounding areas as a result of the proposed
project. Due to construction safety measures and plant
design, such impacts would be minimal. This includes
potential impacts due to plant failure, overflows, exposure to
discharge of treated effluent, and construction-related
concerns. 

Response to Comment I407-28

The emergency response plan will be written once the design
of the facility is completed and the specific process chemicals
to be used at the site have been identified. No toxic chemicals
will be used at the site that have offsite consequences to the
surrounding area, such as gaseous chlorine or sulfur dioxide.
The process chemicals that would be used would not pose a
threat to anyone outside the immediate area of a release.
They will be monitored, controlled, and contained in such a
way so as not to get out of secondary containment and into
the environment. Spilled wastewater does not aerosolize and
does not pose a biological threat to anyone who does not
come into immediate contact with it. The plant would be
designed in such a way as to contain all spills, chemical or
wastewater. 

Response to Comment I407-29

Section 17.2.3 of the Draft EIS discussed potential impact of
the Route 9-195th, Route 9-228th, and Unocal Systems on
emergency response and public safety agencies during
construction and when the system is operational. Chapter 17
of the Final EIS provides additional discussion of public
safety issues.

Response to Comment I407-30

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. The intent of the traffic management plan is
to keep traffic disruptions caused by the project during the
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construction period to a minimum. Vehicles responding to incidents at
the Route 9 site during construction and operations would be able to
respond to incidents or emergencies via normal routes. Also, please
refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS. This chapter details the public
services and utilities within the vicinity of the Route 9 site. 

Response to Comment I407-31

Please refer to the response to Comment I407-23 in this letter.

Response to Comment I407-32

While it is acknowledged in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS that under a
worst-case scenario spills could occur that could impact water quality in
local waterways, such impacts would be minimized during both
construction and operation through a number of measures. Please refer
to the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-77, which discusses the requirements to prevent spills
and to clean up spills during construction. Also please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
Comment W3-120, which discusses plant design features to minimize
the chance that spills at the treatment plant sites would reach surface
waters. 

Response to Comment I407-33

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No.
7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment I407-34

The modeling procedures used are the same, but the input data are
different for each site. Site-specific elevation data were used for
dispersion modeling. For more details about how the elevation data are
obtained, please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning
and Development Services, Comment S3-182. King County has
provided additional information about the dispersion modeling
procedures used and the meteorological data used in the odor and air
quality modeling in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. As mentioned in the Draft EIS, meteorological
data are being collected from two monitoring stations, one located at the
Unocal site and one located at the Route 9 site. The intent has been to

collect 12 months of data that will be used in the modeling for the
Notice of Construction permit. At the time of the Final EIS, 9 months of
data had been collected, which has been used for the odor and air
modeling for the Final EIS. In addition, 4 years of data from Paine Field
has also been modeled. The Paine Field data provide the model with
additional potential weather patterns to evaluate. Please refer to Chapter
5 of the Final EIS for additional information on this subject. 

Response to Comment I407-35

According to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, StockPot currently
does not have any add-on odor control devices. The odor control
technology proposed for Brightwater has demonstrated its ability to
work on wastewater treatment processes in other parts of the country.
Information about the wastewater treatment process and the odor control
technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I407-36

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor and air
quality analysis, please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-36, and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I407-37

Site-specific data are being used in the Final EIS. For
information on the meteorological data used in the odor and
air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the City of
Woodinville, Comment C5-36, and Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I407-38

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor
and air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the
City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36.

Response to Comment I407-39

Please refer to the response to Comment I407-15 in this letter
regarding cost. 

Response to Comment I407-40

The Brightwater conveyance facilities will be integrated into
King County’s Asset Management Inspection and
Maintenance Program. The routine maintenance will be
limited to any permanent facilities along the conveyance
system, which include the tunnel ventilation, odor control,
and access facilities and the effluent dechlorination facility.
The maintenance activities will mainly consist of equipment
checks and maintaining site security. The tunnel would be
designed to minimize the need for routine maintenance and
repair. 

Response to Comment I407-41

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment I407-42

Specific candidate sites within the 72-acre portal siting areas
are shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I407-43

King County is not preparing a Supplemental Draft EIS.
Please refer to the response to Comment I407-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I415-1

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. Please refer to the text of the Final EIS and
additional technical information provided in the appendices
for each chapter. Please refer to the response to Blumenthal,
Comment I353-1, for a discussion of the comment period.
You were one of 23 agencies, organizations, and individuals
who received an extension of the comment period upon
request.

Response to Comment I415-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I75-1

Nearly a decade ago, King County began preparing for the
eventuality that our wastewater treatment system would run
out of capacity by 2010 due to rapid population growth in the
Puget Sound region. In November 1999, as a result of nearly
eight years of planning and study, the King County Council
adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), a
comprehensive thirty-year plan to meet our region’s
wastewater treatment needs. The Final EIS for the RWSP can
be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm.  The
ordinance adopting the RWSP can also be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

During the planning process, a number of options were
considered to meet our regional wastewater treatment needs,
including a decentralized system that would require the
construction of multiple smaller full-service wastewater
treatment plants. King County found that the option of
multiple small treatment plants was not practical or cost-
effective for core wastewater management needs. For
example, replumbing to direct flows to a number of small-
scale plants would be very difficult and expensive. Smaller
plants also have a higher unit cost for treatment than larger
plants.

When Metro was created in 1958, there were 25 small
treatment plants in operation. A comprehensive sewage and
drainage survey conducted that year by Brown and Caldwell
(Brown & Caldwell, 1958) recommended that Metro adopt a
centralized wastewater system to realize the economy of
scale benefits of large treatment plants. This survey noted
that for a metropolitan area it is economically and
operationally beneficial when sewage from the entire area is
delivered to a single point or a relatively few points for
treatment and disposal. In 1985, another study (Lewis &
Zimmerman Associates, 1985) to address how Metro should
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meet secondary treatment requirements recommended the system be
further centralized, resulting in the two-regional-plant configuration in
use today. For urbanized areas, centralized wastewater treatment
continues to be the norm, as it is much more cost effective. As an
example, the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority provides
wastewater treatment for nearly half the state’s population through a
regional plant configuration. This regional system provides wastewater
treatment to 43 communities in the metropolitan Boston area.

References:

Brown and Caldwell. 1958. Metropolitan Seattle Sewerage and
Drainage Survey. May 19, 1958. Adopted by the Council of the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle on April 22, 1959.

Lewis and Zimmerman Associates. 1985. Residual Solids Management
Analysis. Metro. June 1985.

Response to Comment I75-2

A number of studies are available on our Web site including the Phase 1
and Phase 2 siting process documents and the Phase 3 technical
documents. Other technical documents are available, but the files are too
large for the Web site. Hard copies are available at area libraries, and
CDs are available on request by calling the Brightwater project at 206-
684-6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I75-3

Locations of private and public wells in the vicinity of the Brightwater
System that are publicly documented are included in the Final EIS.
Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS, which also documents numerical aquifer effects analyses.

Response to Comment I75-4

During the planning stages, requests for proposals were solicited to
assist King County in determining how best to meet our region’s
wastewater capacity treatment needs due to rapid population growth in
the Puget Sound region. Several options were evaluated during these
efforts, including a decentralized system that would require the
construction of multiple smaller full service wastewater treatment

plants. The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) resulted from
these efforts and was adopted by Ordinance 13680 in November 1999
by the King County Council. The RWSP includes the decision to site,
design, and construct a third regional treatment plant to be located in
north King or south Snohomish County. Ordinance 13680 adopting the
RWSP is available online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf. 

Since the adoption of the RWSP any requests for proposals would be
related to implementing the decisions contained in the RWSP. For
example, requests for proposals were solicited via a competitive bid
process to assist King County in developing and implementing the siting
process for the Brightwater System. 
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Response to Comment I38-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.
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Response to Comment I105-1

King County has a goal of minimizing or avoiding impacts to
known sensitive areas wherever feasible in the siting and
design of treatment plants, portals, and outfall alignments. In
addition, as discussed in the project description in Chapters 3
and 7 of the Final EIS, treatment plant site designs include
enhancements of streams and revegetation that provide
greater ecological functions than currently exist. Where
impacts cannot be avoided, King County will consult with
local, state, and federal permitting agencies to develop
mitigation strategies to replace lost habitats or sensitive areas
at an equal or greater functional value.

Response to Comment I105-2

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I105-3

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I83-1

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I83-2

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I83-3

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I83-4

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I83-5

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS discloses potential impacts to
Little Bear Creek and other salmon-bearing streams, as well
as mitigation to address these impacts. Potential impacts to
surface waters and groundwater, including aquifers, are
disclosed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I83-6

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, a select number of alternatives were picked for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107, as well as Phases 1 and 2 Siting Selection
materials, can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment I276-1

Executive Sims’ reasons for selecting a preferred alternative
were based on engineering studies, cost, community
concerns, and the environment. At the time Sims made the
announcement, there was three years’ worth of scientific,
environmental, and engineering data pertaining to the
Brightwater project, in addition to an extensive public
involvement process in which people had several
opportunities to actively participate in the Brightwater siting
process. 

More information on the project description and comparison
of alternatives is available in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. For
a discussion of groundwater and aquifer conditions please
refer to Chapter 6 in the Final EIS, Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, and the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Plant Site
Geotechnical Data Reports. For information on air quality
please reference Chapter 5 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I276-2

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS provides a more refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts, and
additional information and technical data in the appendices.
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Response to Comment I314-1

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for information on
population growth. Please refer to the response to the City of
Seattle, Comment C10-1, for a summary of that information.
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Response to Comment I314-2

For information on how new and current facilities are paid
for, please refer to the financial policies in King County Code
Chapter 28.86.160 and Ordinance 13680 adopting the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan. This information can be
requested from the Metropolitan King County Council by
calling 206-296-1000 or through their Web site at
http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5. For information on odor and surface and
groundwater, please refer to Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final
EIS. 
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Response to Comment I314-3

Please refer to the response to Comment I314-1 in this letter. For more
information on the No Action Alternative please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, of the
Brightwater Final EIS and to the Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan.
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Response to Comment I314-4

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for information on
wastewater flows. A summary of this information is available
in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. The
graphical outputs for the Service Area Centroid Technical
Memorandum are available in hard copy through local
libraries and by contacting the Brightwater project team at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, at 206-694-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571. 
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Response to Comment I314-5

King County has evaluated in the Draft EIS the proposal to
locate wastewater facilities in north King County or south
Snohomish County. The Draft EIS identified several
alternative ways to do this and included extensive detail with
regard to the environmental impacts and mitigation measures
associated with alternative Brightwater Treatment Plant,
conveyance, and marine outfall alternatives. As contemplated
under SEPA, and as consistent with all capital projects, the
planning process will result in additional detail as time goes
on and the project alternatives are refined further in response
to SEPA Draft EIS comments and additional information.
The Final EIS fulfills the purpose of SEPA by including
Draft EIS comments and extensive responses thereto. It also
provides additional detail in the body of the Final EIS text
and in a number of technical appendices. Following issuance
of the EIS, King County will continue to refine the proposal
and conduct more detailed analysis in anticipation of
applying for building permits and approvals from the
jurisdictions with regulatory authority over Brightwater
facilities.
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Response to Comment I410-1

Secondary clarifiers are no longer part of the Route 9 site
design and are not required for membrane bioreactor (MBR)
technology. For more information on MBRs in the secondary
process at the Brightwater Treatment Plant, please refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-54.

Response to Comment I410-2

The emergency response plan will be written once the design
of the facility is completed and the specific process chemicals
to be used at the site have been identified. No toxic chemicals
will be used at the site that have offsite consequences to the
surrounding area, such as gaseous chlorine or sulfur dioxide.
The process chemicals that will be used will not pose a threat
to anyone outside the immediate area of a release. They will
be monitored, controlled and contained in such a way so as
not to get out of the secondary containment and into the
environment. Spilled wastewater does not aerosolize and
does not pose a biological threat to anyone who does not
come into immediate contact with it. The plant will be
designed in such a way as to contain all spills, chemical or
wastewater. 

Response to Comment I410-3

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for a
discussion of the chemicals that will be used in the
Brightwater Treatment Plant operations. Snohomish County
Fire District No. 7 would be the primary responder to
emergencies at the Route 9 site. Regarding emergency
response, please refer to the response to the Snohomish
County Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-2.
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Response to Comment I410-4

The total amount budgeted for this project includes the purchase of
properties necessary for the plant site, portals, and easement areas (both
permanent and temporary). King County does not plan to buy unrelated
adjacent properties. 

The Draft EIS identified a number of potential impacts associated with
the construction and operation of Brightwater facilities. That analysis of
impacts has been supplemented and refined in the intervening months
and an updated analysis of impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
is set forth in the Final EIS. King County does not anticipate purchasing
any property surrounding the proposed treatment plant sites because of
any impacts from the treatment plant sites. 

Response to Comment I410-5

Please refer to Chapter 3 Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for updated project descriptions for the treatment plant and
conveyance alternatives.

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under SEPA and
therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates
that the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The
EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments
that must ultimately be made by the decision makers” (WAC 197-11-
448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at

brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I410-6

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues. 

Response to Comment I410-7

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-8

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-9

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-10

The top of the tunnels would be at least two tunnel diameters below the
ground. For a 14-foot tunnel, this separation would be 28 feet between
the crown (top) of the tunnel and the ground. Standard tunneling
industry practices indicates that a two-tunnel-diameter separation is the
most effective distance to minimize the risk of surface impacts. The
maximum depth for all the alternatives and locations would be
approximately 450 feet below the ground. The Final EIS will list the
portal depths for each of the proposed conveyance system alternatives.

The preliminary combined cost estimates for each of the conveyance
and outfall system alternatives described in the Draft EIS are listed in
the attached table.
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Conveyance System and Outfall Capital Costs (in millions)

System alternative Vertical alternative
Force main-
gravity tunnel

Gravity-only tunnel

Route 9-195th Street $728 $910
Route 9-228th Street $731 $935
Unocal $660 (alternative eliminated)

New cost estimates for revised conveyance systems in the Final EIS will
be developed at the same time as or shortly after the publication of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I410-11

Each TBM is estimated to cost between $4 million and $5 million. They
do have some salvage value depending upon the condition of the
machine after it is removed from the completed tunnel.

Response to Comment I410-12

While King County believes that the Brightwater proposal will benefit
both King County and Snohomish County by providing long-term
wastewater capacity for the region over the next several decades, the
purpose of an EIS prepared under the SEPA Rules is not to show
benefits; rather it is to evaluate the significant adverse environmental
impacts of a proposal and describe reasonable measures to mitigate
identified impacts. Please refer to the response to O’Rourke, Comment
E28-1, for a discussion of the public hearings on the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment I410-13

Additional analysis has been conducted on the groundwater
dewatering required during operation of the treatment plant.
At the Route 9 site, groundwater dewatering will be
conducted via a passive underdrain system. The quantity of
groundwater that will be dewatered can be found in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. The
treatment and discharge of the dewatered groundwater is
discussed in Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites.

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter
for information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-14

The minimum land area required to site a wastewater
treatment plant is 25 acres. Larger sites offer advantages such
as: greater separation between the plant and adjoining land
uses, more extensive buffer areas, additional room for
construction-related activities, and the ability to
accommodate higher water quality standards in the future.
Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for information on
the siting process and Chapter 3 for more information on the
proposed treatment plant sites. 

Response to Comment I410-15

Since the Draft EIS, the treatment plant layout at the Route 9
site has been refined to decrease it’s the plants visibility and
to provide more visual screening elements (for example,
planting trees and burying the structures deeper). This refined
layout results in no retaining wall structures at the Route 9
site. Slope stability is not an issue at this site based on the
current layout plans for the treatment plant.

Response to Comment I410-16

King County conducted studies on the impacts of the project
to wells and aquifers in response to comments on the Draft
EIS. The expected effects to aquifers during both the
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construction and operational phases of the Brightwater Treatment Plant
are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS. As shown in these analyses, effects to the groundwater
aquifers in the area are anticipated to be negligible. Cost information for
studies or mitigation measures is not a SEPA requirement.

Response to Comment I410-17

A cost estimate for the proposed Brightwater Treatment Plant will be
published in November 2003.

Response to Comment I410-18

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-19

In accordance with the SEPA Rules, EISs are not required to analyze
costs or other non-environmental factors into evaluations of proposals.
Once the EIS is completed, King County will use the results of the EIS,
along with other factors such as project costs, to evaluate alternatives
and select a final system for design and construction. 

Response to Comment I410-20

Please refer to Chapter 3 in the Final EIS for information on the
structural lid sub-alternative at the Unocal site. Please refer to the
response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for information on cost and
economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-21

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-22

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for more
information on cost comparisons.

Response to Comment I410-23

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for

information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-24

Ambient air impacts at the property line are determined using dispersion
modeling, not dilution requirements. Dispersion modeling is required
for most Notice of Construction applications and is considered a normal
expense when permitting a facility. Additional information about the
odor and air quality modeling analysis has been included in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I410-25

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues. 

Response to Comment I410-26

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
Please refer to the response to Fleming, Comment I410-5, for more
information on cost comparisons.

Response to Comment I410-27

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost comparisons.

Response to Comment I410-28

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I410-29

The project to widen SR-9 is planned and designed by the Washington
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). Questions related to the
estimated cost of the “SR-9, SR-522 to SR-524 Widening” project
should be directed to the WSDOT design team. For more information,
visit http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/ or contact WSDOT.

Response to Comment I410-30

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues, and property
values are not environmental impacts, and are not addressed in the EIS.
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Before construction begins, King County will work with local
jurisdictions to gain permits and will work to address concerns
associated with the construction and operation of Brightwater facilities.

Response to Comment I410-31

Nearly a decade ago, King County began preparing for the eventuality
that our wastewater treatment system would run out of capacity by 2010
due to rapid population growth in the Puget Sound region. In November
1999, as a result of nearly 8 years of planning and study, the King
County Council adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP), a comprehensive 30-year plan to meet our region’s wastewater
treatment needs. The Final EIS for the RWSP can be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm. The ordinance adopting
the RWSP can also be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

During the planning process, a number of options were considered to
meet our regional wastewater treatment needs, including a decentralized
system that would require the construction of multiple smaller full
service wastewater treatment plants. King County found that the option
of multiple small treatment plants was not practical or cost-effective for
core wastewater management needs. For example, replumbing to direct
flows to a number of small-scale plants would be very difficult and
expensive. Smaller plants also have a higher unit cost for treatment than
larger plants.

When Metro was created in 1958, there were 25 small treatment plants
in operation. A comprehensive sewage and drainage survey conducted
that year by Brown and Caldwell (Brown & Caldwell, 1958)
recommended that Metro adopt a centralized wastewater system to
realize the economy of scale benefits of large treatment plants. This
survey noted that for a metropolitan area it is economically and
operationally beneficial when sewage from the entire area is delivered to
a single point or a relatively few points for treatment and disposal. In
1985, another study (Lewis & Zimmerman Associates, 1985) to address
how Metro should meet secondary treatment requirements
recommended the system be further centralized, resulting in the two-
regional-plant configuration in use today. For urbanized areas,
centralized wastewater treatment continues to be the norm, as it is much

more cost effective. As an example, the Massachusetts Water Resources
Authority provides wastewater treatment for nearly half the state’s
population through a regional plant configuration. This regional system
provides wastewater treatment to 43 communities in the metropolitan
Boston area.

References:

Brown and Caldwell. 1958. Metropolitan Seattle Sewerage and
Drainage Survey. May 19, 1958. Adopted by the Council of the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle on April 22, 1959.

Lewis and Zimmerman Associates. 1985. Residual Solids Management
Analysis. Metro. June 1985.

Response to Comment I410-32

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment I410-33

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
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Response to Comment I410-34

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment I410-35

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment I410-36

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter
for information on cost and economic impacts.

Response to Comment I410-37

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I410-38

Executive Sims announced on August 13, 2002, that the
Route 9-195th Street System was his Preferred Alternative
for the Brightwater System. He made the announcement at
the regularly scheduled meeting of the Brightwater Executive
Advisory Committee, composed of community members who
provided project oversight. Members represented city and
state governments, tribal governments, Snohomish County,
King County, utility districts, businesses, and environmental
advocacy organizations.

Please refer to the response to Comment I410-5 in this letter
for information on cost and economic issues. 
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Response to Comment I99-1

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under SEPA
and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic
and other requirements and essential considerations of state
policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing
alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS is not
required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I100-1

Portal Siting Areas 22, 23, and 27 are secondary portals that
may not be required at all and, if required, will cause minimal
traffic. Therefore, few project construction trips are expected
to travel on 244th/205th past SR-99 because construction
activity would be concentrated at the primary portals. The
secondary portals, if required, would generate an average of
three trucks per day during construction, and would not affect
peak-hour traffic operations. Operational impacts at portal
sites would be limited to periodic maintenance checks
occurring on average once per day plus two truck trips per
week. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact:
Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater
detail on construction impacts. The extension of 244th/205th
as an arterial has not been considered as part of project
construction. Concerns over existing deficiencies should be
brought to the attention of the controlling jurisdiction.
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Response to Comment I234-1

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, the application of policy criteria and
environmental factors led to the selection of alternatives for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phases 1 and 2 siting materials
can be found at area libraries; at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm; or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via email at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

Response to Comment I234-2

According to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, StockPot
currently does not have any add-on odor control devices. The
odor control technology proposed for Brightwater has
demonstrated its ability to work on wastewater treatment
processes in other parts of the country. Odor control
technology is not just add-on controls, but is technology
incorporated into the entire design of the facility. This is why
it is possible to achieve better odor control from new
facilities than from old facilities that have been retrofitted,
such as the South Plant in Renton. For more information
about odor controls and monitoring, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of
Transportation, Comment W2-5, and Appendix 5-A, Odor
and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment E21-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment E21-2

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment E21-3

Chapter 14 of the Final EIS discloses impacts to shoreline
recreation amenities in the vicinity of the Unocal site. The
Final EIS discloses that construction staging would disrupt
one to two acres of Marina Beach Park during construction of
the outfall. When compared to the Route 9 site, it is noted
that impacts to recreation would be greater on the Unocal
site. Chapter 7 of the Final EIS discloses impacts to plants,
animals, and wetlands. Also please refer to the response to
Fisher, Comment I105-1. 
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Response to Comment E21-4

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, a select number of alternatives were picked for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials
can be found at area libraries,  at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

Please refer to Chapters 3 of the Final EIS for a comparison
of impacts among the three alternatives. 
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Response to Comment E22-1

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I416-1

SEPA states that the lead agency shall prepare its threshold
determination and EIS, if required, at the earliest possible
point in the planning and decision-making process, when the
principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts
can be reasonably identified. In the Draft EIS, King County
identified the principal features of the proposal, whether it is
constructed at the Unocal site or the Route 9 site. King
County has provided more detailed information in the Final
EIS on the proposed technology at the plant sites and on the
proposed locations and features of the portal and pump
station sites. Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I416-2

Please refer to the response to Comment I416-1 in this letter.

Response to Comment I416-3

Please refer to the response to Comment I416-1 in this letter.

Response to Comment I416-4

Please refer to the response to Comment I416-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I363-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment I101-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.
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Response to Comment I109-1

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control
system, please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I109-2

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-164.
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Response to Comment I364-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment I7-1

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations have been included and construction
traffic routes and traffic impacts were identified in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS. Traffic impacts could be expected on all
conveyance corridors with some impacts very similar to each
other because portal sites are the same across alternatives.
Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant
Sites and Conveyance, for greater detail. 
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Response to Comment I313-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I313-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.

Response to Comment I313-3

The Final EIS provides additional information regarding the
impacts for the Route 9-195th Street system alternative.
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Response to Comment I255-1

Information is available on the Brightwater project Web site
at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/, or by calling the
project at 206-684-6799, or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I255-2

Based upon the address provided, it is estimated that the
vertical separation between your house and the top of the
tunnel would be approximately 300 feet. At such depths, the
potential of any surface impacts, such settlement-induced
damage, is extremely remote.

To quantify any impacts from tunneling operations, ground
and structural surveys will be conducted along the corridor
before, during, and after construction to determine a baseline
condition and to monitor surface structures. The tunnel
boring machines will be specified to have the capacity to
stabilize ground conditions in front of the cutter head.

Ground freezing is primarily used to reduce or eliminate the
need for dewatering, not for slope stabilization. If the pre-
construction ground and structural survey find indications
that slope instability can occur, then the slope could be
reinforced or the tunnel alignment or depth modified to
reduce the risk of instability.

Response to Comment I255-3

King County’s policy is that “growth pays for growth.” For
information on how new and current facilities are paid for,
please refer to the financial policies in King County Code
Chapter 28.86.160 and Ordinance 13680 adopting the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). This
information can be requested from the Metropolitan King
County Council by calling 206-296-1000 or through their
Web site at http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
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economic and other requirements and essential considerations of state
policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing alternatives
and in making final decisions. The EIS is not required to evaluate and
document all of the possible effects and considerations of a decision or
to contain the balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I255-4

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I148-1

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts. The Draft EIS was issued at a
point in time when a certain level of information was known
relating to the probable significant adverse impacts of the
proposal and possible ways to reasonably mitigate those
impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty in one respect
or another as to impacts, the Draft EIS presented, following
SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. The
Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
and that additional information would be forthcoming in the
Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
respond to comments on the Draft EIS and, where
appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant impacts of the
proposal and reasonable mitigation measures. Since issuance
of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional analysis
has been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to
further define and develop the proposal and to respond to
Draft EIS comments. A number of the details that you have
requested relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits but may not be essential to include in an EIS.
Additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse impacts that will not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance, including
impacts to water resources, air quality, habitat protection and
traffic, is included in Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 16 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I148-2

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
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projects in Snohomish County and the role of local jurisdictions that
have regulatory authority over Brightwater regional facilities.
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Response to Comment I417-1

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I417-2

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.

Response to Comment I417-3

SEPA authorizes a lead agency to identify a preferred
alternative at any time in the EIS process. By identifying a
preferred alternative, reviewers are made aware of which
alternative the lead agency believes is best. However,
designation of a preferred alternative in no way restricts the
lead agency’s final decision. 

Response to Comment I417-4

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. Long-term and
short-term impacts for wastewater facilities will be mitigated
within the communities where they are located. King
County’s goal will be to construct regional wastewater
facilities that enhance the quality of life in the region and in
the local community and are not detrimental to the quality of
life in their vicinity. Once a final decision is made on the
location for the Brightwater System, King County will work
with local jurisdictions to determine mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts
to ensure that impacts to the community are minimized.

Response to Comment I417-5

Executive Sims identified Route 9 as the Preferred
Alternative for a number of reasons that are outlined in the
response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph,
Comment O17-39. 

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
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routes, and marine outfall zones. Additional information regarding the
policy siting criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 Siting Selection materials can
be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon request by
contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-
8571, or via e-mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov. Please refer to the
response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1 and E13-4, for information on
King County’s authority to site projects in Snohomish County and the
role of local jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over
Brightwater regional facilities.
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Response to Comment I417-6

Emissions from wastewater treatment plant processes are not
quantified based on total gallons of wastewater treated but
rather on surface area of the process where odorous
compounds can volatilize and be emitted. The 99.99 percent
removal of hydrogen sulfide from the treatment plant site is
based on the total mass of hydrogen sulfide emitted, which
can vary based on plant configuration and exposure of the
wastewater or solids to the air. This is not calculated based on
a mass per gallon, as suggested by the comment, but rather as
a mass per unit area of the exposed process. The 00.01
percent of odorous compounds emitted does not equate to
odors from 36,000 gallons of wastewater. Please refer to
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS for further information.

Response to Comment I417-7

The Draft EIS identified a number of potential impacts
associated with the construction and operation of Brightwater
facilities. That analysis of impacts has been supplemented
and refined in the intervening months and an updated
analysis of impacts and reasonable mitigation measures set
forth in the Final EIS. Chapter 5 of the Final EIS includes an
additional discussion of the possible significant impacts to air
quality and the possible reasonable mitigation measures that
could address the probable significant adverse environmental
impacts of Brightwater facilities in the vicinity of the
proposed Route 9 treatment plant site. 

The EIS analyzes environmental impacts. Property values
were not an element discussed in the Draft EIS and will not
be addressed as part of the Final EIS. In addition, SEPA does
not require that evaluation of socioeconomic impacts be
included in an EIS. Property values are highly variable and
complex, and depend on a number of market factors. 
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Moreover, compensating property owners in these circumstances could
amount to an unconstitutional gift of public funds. 

Response to Comment I417-8

According to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, StockPot currently
does not have any add-on odor control devices. The technology
proposed for Brightwater has demonstrated its ability to work on
wastewater treatment processes. Information about the wastewater
treatment process and the odor control technology selected is provided
in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final
EIS.

For information on the odor prevention program and the monitoring that
will be performed on the odor control system, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Transportation,
Comment W2-5. The design of the treatment plant also reserves space in
the first stage of the scrubber to potentially add biotowers or other
technologies in the future as new technologies are developed and
proven. In addition an odor reserve fund may be created. The odor
reserve fund would be used for capital improvements to the odor control
system at the treatment plant site if a panel of reviewers decides that
odor control goals are not being met. The panel may include
representatives from the local jurisdiction, a local community
representative, and odor experts, among others. Additional information
about the wastewater treatment process and the odor control technology
selected is provided in Appendix 5-A. 

Response to Comment I417-9

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I417-10

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-35.  

Response to Comment I417-11

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under SEPA and
therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates

that the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The
EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments
that must ultimately be made by the decision makers” (WAC 197-11-
448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The
revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.
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Response to Comment I417-12

Please refer to the response to Comment I417-11 in this letter
regarding economic issues. Mitigation will be developed with
the local communities affected and will be at least ten percent
of the cost associated with the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for more information regarding mitigation
plans, policies, and suggestions. 

Response to Comment I417-13

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment I417-14

Brightwater will be a state-of-the-art facility, designed with
the best technologies for safety and spill prevention. The
facility will meet the goals of preventing and reducing harm
and of conservation. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS for a description of the emergency response system, and
to Chapter 7 for a discussion of impacts to fish and wildlife
habitat.

Response to Comment I417-15

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS provides a more refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts, and
additional information and technical data in the appendices.
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Response to Comment I90-1

For information on reclaimed water and water reuse plans
and policies please refer to the response to the Sno-King
Environmental Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-13.

Response to Comment I90-2

Slope stability at the Unocal site is addressed in Chapter 4 of
the Final EIS. The engineered retaining wall can be designed
to increase the stability of the combined wall/hill slope
system and reduce the slope’s risk of movement during
seismic and high rainfall events.

Response to Comment I90-3

Please refer to the response to the Unocal Corporation,
Comment O13-22.
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Response to Comment I86-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Please refer to the response to Albert,
Comment E1-2, for information on the Brightwater treatment
site siting process.
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Response to Comment I315-1

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment I315-2

For information on mitigation suggestions, please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5. 
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Response to Comment I208-1

Wastewater treatment service is only provided within
designated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) with few
exceptions. These areas are designated as part of the state
Growth Management Act (GMA) and local comprehensive
plans. The Route 9 treatment plant site is in the UGA as are
the customers who would be served. For additional
information on the service area of the proposed Brightwater
Treatment Plant, please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I208-2

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5.

Response to Comment I208-3

Please refer to the response to Hanson, Comment I40-1.
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Response to Comment I256-1

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts. The Draft EIS was issued at a
point in time when a certain level of information was known
relating to the probable significant adverse impacts of the
proposal and possible ways to reasonably mitigate those
impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty in one respect
or another as to impacts, the Draft EIS presented, following
SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. The
Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
and that additional information would be forthcoming in the
Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
respond to comments on the Draft EIS and, where
appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant impacts of the
proposal and reasonable mitigation measures. Since issuance
of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional analysis
has been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to
further define and develop the proposal and to respond to
Draft EIS comments. A number of the details that you have
requested relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits but may not be essential to include in an EIS.
Additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse impacts that would not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance, including
impacts to existing aquifers, is in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I316-1 

The reference to the Edmonds Municipal Code maximum
permissible noise levels is correct. However, the 39 dBA
referred to in the comment is the mitigated noise level during
operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Unocal
site, not the night-time noise limit. This noise level is well
below the applicable 50-dBA maximum nighttime noise level
required by the code, as cited in Table 10-2 of the Draft EIS.
Likewise, the 50 dBA referred to on page 10-20 is the
mitigated operational noise level for the Route 9 site. This
noise level is equal to the Snohomish County Code maximum
nighttime noise level of 50 dBA for an industrial noise source
and a residential receiving property. Since no rural land uses
are located near the Route 9 site, the residential category is
applicable. No correction to page 10-20 is necessary.

Response to Comment I316-2 

Route 9 design does not include secondary clarifiers. The
odor control technology for the Unocal site and Route 9 site
are the same in the Final EIS.

The structural lid at the Unocal site is for a multimodal
facility that may be located on the same site. Route 9 will not
have a multimodal facility.

Volatile organic compound (VOC) and hazardous air
pollutant (HAP) emissions were estimated using the BASTE
model and the POTW database. The individual compounds
and influent concentrations modeled are from AMSA and are
included in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. The influent concentrations for the
King County South Treatment Plant were reviewed, but the
total mass loading for the AMSA values was more
conservative and therefore AMSA values were used.

King County has provided additional information about the
dispersion modeling procedures used and the meteorological
data used in the odor and air quality modeling in Appendix 5-
A. As mentioned in the Draft EIS, meteorological data from
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two monitoring stations located at the Unocal and Route 9 sites are
currently being collected. The intent is to collect 12 months of data,
which will be used in the modeling for the Notice of Construction
permit. At this time, 9 months of data have been collected, which have
been used for the odor and air modeling for the Final EIS. In addition, 5
years of data from Paine Field have been modeled. The Paine Field data
provide the model with additional potential weather patterns to evaluate.
Please refer to the Final EIS for additional information on this subject. 
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Response to Comment I316-3

Geologic cross-section directions and labels are shown in the
figures included in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Water levels are shown
instead of hydrologic units to highlight specific data. The text
of Appendix 6-B includes a discussion of hydrologic units.

Response to Comment I316-4

In the event that The Washington State Department of
Ecology issues a moratorium on construction in the service
area, construction of the treatment plant would not be
stopped. Such an action by Ecology would, if anything,
emphasize the need to have additional wastewater capacity
constructed at the earliest available time. It is just this sense
of urgency that led King County in the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan to set 2010 as the date for operation of a new
wastewater plant and system.
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Response to Comment I317-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I317-2

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, a select number of alternatives were picked for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 Siting Selection
materials can be found at area libraries; at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. Long-term and
short-term impacts for wastewater facilities would be
mitigated within the communities where they are located.
King County’s goal will be to construct regional wastewater
facilities that enhance the quality of life in the region and in
the local community and are not detrimental to the quality of
life in their vicinity. After a final decision is made on the
location for the Brightwater System, King County will work
with local jurisdictions to determine mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts
to ensure that there are no significant adverse environmental
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impacts to the community. The Final EIS contains more detail and
analysis on possible impacts to the environment and ways those impacts
would be mitigated.
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Response to Comment B5-1

Please refer to the response to O’Rourke, Comment E28-1,
for a discussion of the public hearings on the Draft EIS.
Supporting documentation for Phase 3 was available for
public review in libraries and in King County offices at the
King Street Center a few days after issuance of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment B5-2

During the process to expand the South Treatment Plant in
Renton, and to upgrade the West Point Plant in Seattle,
residents provided input to their respective cities and to King
County regarding their concerns. These concerns were taken
into account in the formation of the agreements between both
cities and King County. King County made agreements with
the City of Seattle regarding the aboveground footprint, the
amount of truck trips and times of day that trucks could go in
and out of the plant, and maintenance of the public access
area that surrounds the facility. With the City of Renton,
agreements were made regarding noise, exterior lighting,
traffic management plans, and acquisition of riparian
wetlands and uplands as a part of mitigation.

King County is committed to being a good neighbor and
designing the Brightwater Treatment Plant in a manner that
meets the needs of surrounding neighbors and communities,
provides the highest quality odor control, and can be viewed
as an amenity by the surrounding community. 
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Response to Comment I277-1

None of the treatment plants located in the Puget Sound area
has the level of odor control proposed for Brightwater. Many
have open liquids process tanks as well as open biosolids
processing areas. The Brightwater Treatment Plant would
have fully covered liquids process tanks and enclosed solids
handling facilities whether the plant is built at either the
Route 9 or Unocal site. All tanks and buildings would operate
under negative pressure to prevent fugitive odors. The
Brightwater concept is a state-of-the-art system and is
different from the existing treatment plants in the Puget
Sound area. In addition, the odor prevention system is
designed specifically for complex odor emissions, such as the
odors from biosolids operations, and not just removal of one
or two odor compounds. Additional information about the
wastewater treatment process and the planned odor control
technology is provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, a decision was
made to change the treatment technology at Brightwater.
There would no longer be secondary clarifiers or uncovered
processes, and the emissions are approximately the same for
both the Route 9 and Unocal sites. All odor control systems
would remove 99.99 percent of hydrogen sulfide at the
treatment plant site. Thus, emissions at Route 9 would be
lower than stated in the Draft EIS, and at both sites they are
well below initial odor detection limits at the property line.

Aerosols are small, airborne droplets that could be generated
in the aerated grit, aeration basins, biosolids handling and
treatment facilities, or other aerated wastewater processing
areas. There should be no significant emissions of aerosols
from the Brightwater Treatment Plant. The design of the
liquids treatment processes includes covers for all liquids and
solids handling processes. Emissions of aerosols from the
liquids processes would be collected by the covers and either
re-entrained into the wastewater or sent to the odor
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prevention system for removal or re-entrainment into the scrubber’s
wastewater. Because all wastewater and solids handling processes
would be covered or enclosed in buildings at Brightwater, aerosols
should stay in the process or be carried and treated in the odor
prevention system before discharge into the atmosphere.

The co-generation turbines would be combusting the methane to
generate energy. Combustion of the methane generates criteria and toxic
air pollutants. The toxic air pollutant (TAP) emissions were entered into
a dispersion model to determine the impact of the pollutants on the
surrounding area. The TAP emissions from the combustion sources
were all within their acceptable source impact levels. Additional
information has been provided about combustion emissions and the
dispersion modeling procedures used in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. Any portal location along the
conveyance system where air can be released will have odor control to
treat discharged air. Please refer to the response to Ruddy, I152-6, and
Appendix 5-B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, in the Final EIS.

Odor control facilities are planned for processes that have the potential
to be turbulent or outgassing. Planned odor control facilities for the
conveyance system are summarized in Chapter 5 and the Brightwater
Conveyance Predesign Final Draft Technical Memorandum –
Brightwater Conveyance System Odor Control Approach. Odor control
facilities will be designed for 99.99-percent removal efficiency at peak
loading at the discharge stack. As standards are being met at the stack
and dispersion is not being relied on, dispersion modeling would not be
performed.
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Response to Comment I277-2

Members of the public discussed conveyance issues at a
series of seminars in summer 2002 and at the Brightwater
Draft EIS hearings in December 2002. King County and
consultant staff were available to discuss conveyance issues
in detail at both sets of meetings. A summary of the Draft
EIS, which was mailed to approximately 60,000 addresses,
mentioned that conveyance facilities would be designed to
meet stringent odor control standards. Please refer to Chapter
5 of the Final EIS for a discussion of odor impacts and
mitigation.
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Response to Comment I277-3

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development, Comment S3-256 for a
discussion of airborne pathogens.

Response to Comment I277-4

Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for additional information
on the modeling procedures used to determine impacts.

Response to Comment I277-5

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I195-1

Both the Unocal and Route 9 sites and conveyance
alignments have been evaluated using a number of criteria,
including length and cost of the conveyance facilities. The
Route 9 site has the advantage of providing more room for
treatment faculties and buffers, while the Unocal site offers
the advantage of being closer to Puget Sound. The costs,
benefits, and impacts are compared on a Brightwater system-
wide basis to select the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment I195-2

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I195-3 

Construction noise impacts near the Route 9 site would occur during
daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and could be 17 dBA over the
maximum ambient (67 dBA), non-construction, daytime levels near the
site. Personal hearing protection devices can attenuate the 17 dBA
impact, but impact sound from impact pile driving will likely be
audible. The use of sonic or vibratory pile drivers could minimize noise
impacts from pile driving. The expected peak construction noise of 84
dBA from the Route 9 site is based on a distance of 100 feet from the
source and does not include impact pile driving estimated noise. The
impact pile driving noise from the North Creek Storage Facility could
be 10 dBA higher than the basis of the Route 9 site peak construction
noise level at 100 feet. Please also refer to the responses to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-49, and the Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-171.

Response to Comment I195-4

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I205-1

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I205-2

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, which provides a
summary of aquifer analyses conducted for the Route 9 plant
site. It should be noted at the Route 9 site that all of the
treatment plant facilities except one (the Influent Pump
Station) would be located in a near-surface shallow aquifer
that is not part of the Cross Valley Water District (CVWD)
Systems, itis inaccurate to say that the treatment plant is sited
in the Cross Valley Aquifer. Analyses summarized in the
response to Comment W5-15 and presented in detail in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
show that no impacts to the CVWD water supply are
expected as part of the construction and operation of the
Brightwater System.
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Response to Comment I278-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I278-2

King County has proven experience in successfully managing
large capital projects. The projects listed below are just some
examples of the projects that King County has carried out and
completed successfully. Overall, these projects were
completed on time and within budget:

• West Point plant expansion and secondary treatment
upgrade
• South plant expansion
• Renton effluent transfer system and outfall
• West Seattle tunnel and Alki transfer station
• Denny Way Combined Sewer Overflow tunnel project
• Downtown Seattle transit tunnel

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, application of policy criteria and environmental
information led to the selection of alternatives for further
consideration. The siting constraints used in site selection are
identified in the Phase 1 materials and the results of the
analysis can be found in Appendix J of the Phase 1 materials,
Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting Process-Phase 1
Engineering and Environmental Constraint Analysis.
Additional information regarding the policy siting criteria
adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances 14043
and 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials can be
found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment I278-3

Thank you for your comment.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Grimes (I278)

Brightwater Final EIS 1901

Response to Comment I278-4

The King County Executive will not make a decision on the
Brightwater proposal until the environmental review has been
completed, the Final EIS has been published, and the impacts
of the proposal have been considered. King County has
responded to all comments received on the Draft EIS,
including those that were made at the public hearings. A
summary of King County’s approach to responding to
comments is attached to the Final EIS. All comments
received and King County’s responses to individual
comments are provided as part of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I318-1

Please refer to the response to Grimes, Comment I278-2, for
examples of projects that King County has completed on time
and within budget.

Response to Comment I318-2

Please refer to the response to Hanson, Comment I40-1.
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Response to Comment I418-1

Economic impacts, including increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues and property values, are not
topics analyzed under SEPA, and, therefore, are not
addressed in the EIS. There are many factors that can impact
property values, such as national and regional economies. 

King County’s goal will be to construct regional wastewater
facilities that enhance the quality of life in the region and in
the local community and are not detrimental to the quality of
life in their vicinity. Once a final decision is made on the
location for the Brightwater treatment system, King County
will work with local jurisdictions to determine mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts.

Response to Comment I418-2

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues and
property values are not environmental impacts, and are not
addressed in the EIS. Before construction begins, King
County will work with local jurisdictions to gain permits and
will work to address concerns associated with the
construction and operation of Brightwater facilities.
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Response to Comment I229-1

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I229-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I246-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I246-2

Please refer to the Final EIS for updated information on
possible impacts and associated mitigation plans. Impacts and
associated mitigation for traffic concerns can be found in
Chapter 16. Please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information regarding
mitigation plans, policies, and suggestions.
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Response to Comment I246-3

The following are some of the proposed construction
mitigation details that are included in the Final EIS:

• Installation of noise barriers
• Avoiding the use of portable generators
• Reducing vehicle idle times
• Maintaining construction hours within the dictates of
local permits

Please refer to Chapter 10 of the Final EIS for a complete list
and detail of mitigation procedures for each of the affected
categories.
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Response to Comment I110-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.
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Response to Comment I365-1

Municipal wastewater is not classified as a toxic waste.

The Draft EIS noted that at least 50 percent of the “surface
soil” at the Route 9 site is fill; however, this fill is only a
minor portion of the soil that exists at the site and is limited
to depths of 1 to 10 feet in the areas where it has been
mapped. In addition, if the Route 9 site is selected for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, site preparation would result in
removal, regrading, and compacting fill as needed for the
future construction layout. It is agreed that some local areas
of the Route 9 site are designated as having liquefaction
potential. This is not an uncommon situation in the Puget
Sound region, is routinely mitigated with standard design and
construction practices, and provides no overall adverse
impact to constructing a treatment plant at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment I365-2

King County is committed to protecting, enhancing, and
restoring fish and wildlife habitat on the Route 9 site. The
plant design for the site incorporates substantial mitigation
that would create and enhance wetlands, and enhance fish
habitat by re-routing stream flows. Plans also include
restoration of approximately 22 acres of the site. Please refer
to Chapters 3 and 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I365-3

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I365-4

Facilities, including pump stations, located at the Route 9 site
would be designed with foundations and structural support
systems in accordance with applicable building codes and
standards to resist seismic events.
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Response to Comment I365-5

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment I365-6

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-256, for more information
regarding airborne pathogens. Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Final EIS
for more information regarding air quality impacts from dust during
construction. Major earth-moving activities are generally required to
clean up contaminated soils, particularly for surface soil contamination.
Watering is a standard dust suppression technique used at hazardous
waste sites during investigation and remediation. If the site is selected,
the nature and extent of soil contamination at the Route 9 site would be
better defined during the design phase and appropriate measures would
be identified at that time. 
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Response to Comment I365-7

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts. The Draft EIS was issued at a
point in time when a certain level of information was known
relating to the probable significant adverse impacts of the
proposal and possible ways to reasonably mitigate those
impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty in one respect
or another as to impacts, the Draft EIS presented, following
SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. The
Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
and that additional information would be forthcoming in the
Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
respond to comments on the Draft EIS and, where
appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant impacts of the
proposal and reasonable mitigation measures. Since issuance
of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional analysis
has been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to
further define and develop the proposal and to respond to
Draft EIS comments. A number of the details that you have
requested relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits but may not be essential to include in an EIS. 
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Response to Comment I241-1

Thank you for stating your preference.

Response to Comment I241-2

For more information on the air dispersion modeling
results and odor impacts, please refer to Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final
EIS. 

Response to Comment I241-3

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated
information on the treatment plant and conveyance
route alternatives. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed
under SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the
Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general
welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken
into account in weighing and balancing alternatives and
in making final decisions. The EIS is not required to
evaluate and document all of the possible effects and
considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location
for the Brightwater System, King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting
agencies on mitigation strategies and solutions to
Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As
part of the overall decision process, King County is
revising the cost estimates (dated November 2002) for
the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates will
be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
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request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.
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Response to Comment I257-1

After construction, the outfall would not impact natural beach
processes because it will be buried out to a depth of -80 feet
and covered with native material. The implications of
emergency discharges are discussed in Appendix 3-E, Flow
Management and Safety Relief Point, of The Final EIS.
While small releases of untreated sewage are possible at the
site, overflows would occur at a point in the Sammamish
River or Lake Washington and would not affect Puget Sound.

Response to Comment I257-2

Please refer to Appendix 3-C, Project Description: Outfall, of
the Final EIS for a more detailed discussion of outfall
pipeline construction methods. Please refer to the response to
the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information on
mitigation plans and policies.
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Response to Comment I257-3

King County is committed to appropriate monitoring of
mitigation for impacts due to outfall construction and will
continue to work with state, federal, and local agencies to
develop monitoring programs as part of permitting. King
County will also monitor outfall operations in full
compliance with its Washington State Department of
Ecology NPDES permit. A complete description of the
proposed outfall monitoring program can be found in
Appendix 3-I, Proposed Routine Monitoring Plan for the
Receiving Environment in the Vicinity of the Brightwater
Treatment System Marine Outfall, of the Final EIS. Also,
please refer to response to the Snohomish County Public
Works, Comment S2-3.

Response to Comment I257-4

King County will work to include this information in future
publications aimed at a variety of audiences. However, some
future communications about the outfall may cover different
topics than those that you have mentioned here.

Response to Comment I257-5

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for information on mitigation plans and
policies.

Response to Comment I257-6

Detailed outfall studies are available for review at local
libraries and on CD upon request by calling 1-888-707-8571.
Future monitoring will be addressed in permit requirements
with the appropriate oversight agencies. 
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Response to Comment I111-1

The addition of a lid at Unocal is a sub-alternative that would
allow the co-location of a multimodal transportation facility
at the site. If this mitigation option were developed, it would
be in partnership with the Washington State Department of
Transportation and the local permitting jurisdiction. For an
updated description of the alternatives being studied in the
Final EIS, please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance.
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Response to Comment E29-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I132-1

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571. 
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Response to Comment I258-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I258-2

We have worked to provide people with multiple
opportunities to learn more and to express their opinions on
the project in the manner that best meets their individual
needs. For a list of public involvement activities to date,
please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31.

Response to Comment I258-3

The Final EIS, Chapter 9, contains updated information on
mitigation to prevent health impacts during construction and
operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over the
Brightwater regional facilities. Information on current growth
projections and how those projections determine wastewater
flow and the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can be
found in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. 
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Response to Comment I39-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I40-1

As property values are highly variable and dependent upon a
number of market factors, a discussion of property values is
not appropriate and is not included in the Draft EIS or Final
EIS. Many factors influence the market value of real
property, including characteristics of the location and of the
improvements. These characteristics include the location;
size; proximity to work centers; services; school districts;
street frontage; neighborhood traffic volumes and street
surfaces; the presence of sidewalks; the maintenance
standards of the neighborhood and adjacent properties; the
general topography of the neighborhood and the particular
parcel; wetlands or other sensitive areas which may affect
development potential; the presence of community features
such as pools, lakes, parks, and recreation centers; views; and
differences in utility services, including the availability of
sewers and public water, proximity to powerlines, and
proximity to industrial or commercial uses. For residential
real property, significant factors include the age, condition,
and size of the residence; the architectural style; the number
of bedrooms and bathrooms; the number of garage stalls,
fireplaces, decks, and appliances; whether the residence is
single-story or multiple stories; whether there are any barns,
sheds, or other types of improvements on the property; and
the overall curb appeal. Moreover, the compensation
suggested in this comment may constitute an unlawful gift of
public funds, depending upon the particular circumstances. 

Response to Comment I40-2

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I40-3

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment I40-4

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1 and E13-4,
for information on King County’s authority to site projects in
Snohomish County and the role of local jurisdictions that have
regulatory authority over Brightwater regional facilities. Information on
current growth projections and how those projections determine
wastewater flow and the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can
be found in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. 
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Response to Comment I41-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I112-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Information on current growth projections
and how those projections determine wastewater flow and the
need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can be found in the
response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. 
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Response to Comment I42-1

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment I319-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I320-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-7.
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Response to Comment I366-1 

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I366-2 

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.

Response to Comment I366-3 

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on
mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. Mitigation measures
can protect environmentally sensitive areas as well as help
the area preserve its existing character and avoid unchecked
commercial and industrial development on the site that would
not enhance the community. 
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Response to Comment I321-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment I106-1

For further clarification and information, please refer to
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I106-2

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I106-3

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor
and air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the
City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36, and Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I367-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I367-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.
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Response to Comment E9-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment E9-2

Public hearings conducted under the SEPA Rules are for the
purpose of assisting the lead agency in meeting its
responsibility to implement the purposes and policies of
SEPA and the SEPA Rules. Please refer to the response to
O’Rourke, Comment E28-1.

Response to Comment E9-3

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS, for a discussion on the need
for Brightwater. A summary of this information is available
in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Response to Comment E9-4

Brightwater facilities have been planned within the context of
regional and local growth management plans. Brightwater is
not intended to be an impetus for future growth, but rather to
accommodate and serve growth that has been planned for and
approved through the planning processes of the affected
jurisdictions. 

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA, and, therefore, are not addressed in the EIS. However,
for information on how new and current facilities are paid
for, please refer to the financial policies in King County Code
Chapter 28.86.160 and Ordinance 13680 adopting the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan. This information can be
requested from the Metropolitan King County Council by
calling 206-296-1000 or through their Web site at
http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc. 
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Response to Comment E9-5

Please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1. 

Response to Comment E9-6

Please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1. 

Response to Comment E9-7

Members of the public have had opportunities to nominate
sites for consideration, help develop the criteria by which
sites would be evaluated, comment on candidate sites before
specific ones were selected for the EIS, comment on
proposed conveyance routes, help develop guidelines for
architects designing the facilities, and comment on the scope
and draft of the EIS, among other things. Please refer to the
response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-31,
for details.

The process is being led and guided by elected officials. King
County Executive Ron Sims is leading the siting process and
will ultimately make the siting decision. The King County
Council approved policy criteria and candidate sites.
Executive Sims and Snohomish County Executive Bob
Drewel formed an Executive Advisory Committee composed
of representatives from tribal governments; business, labor,
and environmental organizations; and local jurisdictions in
both counties. The committee advised the executives and
helped to develop the policy criteria. Many of the
representatives of local jurisdictions on the committee were
elected officials.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS     Helser (B2)

Brightwater Final EIS 1953

Response to Comment B2-1

King County conducted an extensive siting process prior to
identifying the Route 9 site for the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. Nearly all communities evaluated had some kind of
public facilities within their jurisdiction. King County took
these factors into account in selection of the two final system
alternatives.
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Response to Comment E18-1

As the Brightwater Treatment Plant will be designed so that
there would be no detectable odors at the property line and
because the multimodal facility was considered for the odor
modeling as being outside of the property line, no odors
would be detectable at the multimodal facility from operation
of the treatment plant. For information on sensitive receptors
please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-125 and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment E18-2

The addition of a lid at Unocal is a sub-alternative that would
allow the co-location of a multimodal transportation facility
at the site. If this mitigation option were developed, it would
be in partnership with WSDOT and the local permitting
jurisdiction. For an updated description of the alternatives
being studied in the Final EIS, please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I368-1

The Final EIS presents specific candidate portal sites within
each of the portal siting areas for both the Route 9 and
Unocal System Alternatives. Tunnels would be constructed
underground with a gradual, constant slope that does not
impact the natural contours of the overlying surface terrain.
Although steep surface terrain does not impact the
underground tunnels, steep slopes have been considered as a
criterion when siting surface features such as portals. It can
be seen from the refinement of the project descriptions of the
alternatives in the Final EIS that all efforts have been made to
minimize impacts to residential areas when siting primary
portals. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I368-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-6, for information on property acquisition.

Response to Comment I368-3

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-3.
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Response to Comment I113-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I113-2

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I113-3

Thank you for your comment. We have removed your name
from our mailing list.
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Response to Comment I215-1

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment I353-1.
You were one of 23 agencies, organizations, and individuals
who received an extension of the comment period upon
request.

King County has conducted an extensive public outreach
program throughout the Brightwater siting process. Members
of the public have had opportunities to nominate sites for
consideration, help develop the criteria by which sites would
be evaluated, comment on candidate sites before specific
ones were selected for evaluation in the EIS, comment on
proposed conveyance routes, help develop guidelines for
architects designing the facilities, comment on the scope of
the EIS, and review and comment on the Draft EIS.

The public has also had the opportunity to review
documentation associated with the various phases of the
siting process. Phase 1 documentation was sent to local
libraries in March 2001 and availability of this
documentation was advertised on the Brightwater Web site.
CDs of this documentation are available to anyone who
requests them. In April 2001, a series of public workshops
took place to share the findings of Phase 1 with the general
public and solicit their input. Phase 1 CDs, hard copy
summaries of the Phase 1 process, and reference hard copies
were available at the April 2001 public workshops. The
Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) had the opportunity to
review and discuss the findings of Phase 1 at their April 12,
2001 meeting. Phase 1 materials were available at this
meeting. The criteria that the EAC helped to develop in their
meetings in 2000 were used to evaluate and select the
candidate sites that were further evaluated in the Phase 2
process. The EAC continued these discussions in their May
2001 meeting and sent a letter to King County Executive
Sims and Snohomish County Executive Drewel in June 2001
regarding their discussions on the proposed candidate sites
and evaluation process. 
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Phase 2 documentation was sent to local libraries in October 2001 and
availability of this documentation was advertised on the Brightwater
Web site. CDs of this documentation are available to anyone who
requests them. A series of public workshops took place in October 2001
to share the findings of the Phase 2 process with the general public and
solicit their input. The EAC had the opportunity to review and discuss
the findings of Phase 2 at their September 20, 2001 meeting. Phase 1
and Phase 2 materials were available at this meeting. The EAC
continued this discussion in their October 2001 meeting and sent a letter
to Executive Sims, Executive Drewel, and King County Council Chair
Pete von Reichbauer in November 2001 summarizing their discussions.

Phase 3 Vol. 1 (September 2002) and Vol. 2 (November 2002) materials
were sent to local libraries in October and November 2002 and
availability of this documentation was advertised on the Brightwater
Web site. CDs of this documentation are available to anyone who
requests them. Phase 3, Vol. 1 materials were also made available at the
October 2002 public technical seminar. This information, along with
Phase 1 and Phase 2 CDs and the Draft EIS, was also available to the
public at the Draft EIS public hearings held in December 2002. The
EAC had the opportunity to review and discuss findings of the work that
had been carried out during Phase 3 through the issuance of the Draft
EIS at their November 21, 2002 meeting.

For a description of the Brightwater project’s public outreach program,
please refer to Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS. For more
information on the Brightwater project’s public involvement process,
please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-31.
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Response to Comment I408-1

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment I353-1.
You were one of 23 agencies, organizations, and individuals
who received an extension of the comment period on request.
Please refer to the response to the Sno-King Environmental
Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-3, regarding the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-2

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) is not a planning
authority.  The PSRC is a comprehensive agency that
supports local and state operating agencies needs with
complementary planning and advocacy, and serves as a
center for the collection, analysis and dissemination of
information vital to citizens and governments in this region.
King County’s authority does not pre-empt that of the PSRC
because the roles and responsibilities of King County and the
PSRC are different.  For more information on the PSRC
please refer to their website at http://www.psrc.org/about.

The PSRC is a regional transportation and growth planning
coordination agency, not a regulatory agency. VISION 2020
is the growth management and transportation strategy under
state and federal laws for the central Puget Sound region,
which encompasses King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish
Counties. The cities and counties of the region adopted
VISION 2020 in 1990. The Puget Sound Regional Council
modified VISION 2020 in 1993 to bring it into conformance
with the state Growth Management Act (GMA), and updated
it in 1995, which included creation of the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. The GMA requires this region to have
multi-county policies on growth and transportation issues
extending beyond the boundaries of an individual city or
county. VISION 2020 includes policies affecting eight topics,
including urban growth areas, rural areas, housing,
economics, and transportation, and establishes a monitoring
system to help evaluate whether VISION 2020 is achieving its
desired results. 
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Residents and businesses are represented by their local jurisdictions.
The local jurisdiction in which the Brightwater Treatment Plant will be
located has an important role in a number of decisions relating to the
Brightwater process. For example, permitting requirements, ordinances
that regulate noise, traffic, and construction conditions, and agreements
regarding issues such as open space, development possibilities, and
community needs would be essential components of decisions to be
made by local jurisdictions regarding Brightwater. Please refer to the
response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment I408-3

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.
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Response to Comment I408-4

In June 2000, King County Executive Ron Sims and
Snohomish County Executive Bob Drewel jointly appointed
members to the Brightwater Siting Advisory Committee
(SAC), now the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC). The
role of the Committee was to review the overall Brightwater
Regional Wastewater Treatment System siting process and to
advise the two county executives on a variety of policy issues
and regional concerns. The members bring a regional
prospective to the siting process, and serve on behalf of tribal
governments, local jurisdictions, and special districts in the
siting area, as well as regional labor, business, and
environmental organizations and agencies. The Committee
functions in an advisory capacity and is not charged with
making site selection decisions. 

Members of the EAC have included: 

Merle Hayes                          Suquamish Tribe
Daryl Williams                     Tulalip Tribes
Mayor Bob Bandarra           City of Bothell
Mayor Gary Haakenson      City of Edmonds
Mayor Deborah Chase         City of Kenmore
Doug Jacobson                    City of Lake Forest Park
Bill Vlcek                          City of Lynnwood
Mayor Terry Ryan           City of Mill Creek
Councilmember City of Mountlake Terrace
  Angela Amundson                                     
Richard Leahy                        City of Mukilteo
Mayor Scott Jepsen              City of Shoreline
Pete Rose                            City of Woodinville
Councilmember Peter Block Town of Woodway
Peter Hahn                             Snohomish County
Commissioner Paul McIntyre Alderwood Water District
Commissioner Gwenn Maxfield Woodinville Water District
Commissioner Bill Anderson Silver Lake Water District
Deborah Knutson Economic Dev. Council of

   Sno. Co.
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Peter Coates King County Labor Council
Mary Hovander League of Women Voters of Sno.  

  Co.
Mike Miller Master Builders Assoc. of King & Sno. 

Counties
Steve Koch NW WA Building and Trades 

   Council
Corinne Hensley Pilchuck Audubon Society
Tom Putnam Puget Soundkeepers Alliance
Greg Wingard Washington Environmental Council
Kevin Fitzpatrick Washington State Department of 

    Ecology

For more information on the public involvement process please refer to
the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10. The site
screening criteria for evaluating the potential list of sites for Brightwater
can be found in Ordinance 14107, which the Metropolitan King County
Council adopted on May 15, 2001. Members of the public and elected
officials representing people in the siting area had an opportunity to help
establish the siting criteria adopted in this ordinance. The Executive
Advisory Committee, formerly the Siting Advisory Committee,
appointed by both the King and Snohomish County Executives, was
instrumental in determining these criteria. The committee represented
jurisdictions in both King and Snohomish Counties. 

Phase 1, 2, and 3 documentation is available at local libraries, including
the Edmonds, Lynnwood, Mill Creek, and Mountlake Terrace libraries
in Snohomish County and by contacting the Brightwater project team at
brighwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571. 

Stakeholders are representative of the citizen body as a whole and
include representatives from community groups, environmental groups,
and federal, state, and local agencies.

The EAC members were notified of the meetings and participated at a
level they thought to be appropriate. Members who were not able to
attend meetings were provided with meeting minutes and summaries. 

Response to Comment I408-5

A list of documents written to support the analysis for Phase 1, 2, and 2
is available on King County’s Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/brightwater/library.htm. The Phase 1, 2,
and 3 documents are available for review at the following libraries in
Snohomish County: Edmonds, Lynnwood, Mill Creek, and Mountlake
Terrace. The documents also are available on CD at the libraries, or to
request a copy of the CD, please call the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

For a discussion of the SEPA Rules concerning a preferred alternative,
please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky LLP,
Comment O4-1. King County did not prepare a separate EIS for each
portion of the system because to do so would not be consistent with the
SEPA Rules. SEPA requires in WAC 197-11-060(3)(b) that proposals
or parts of proposals that are related to each other closely enough to be,
in effect, a single course of action shall be evaluated in the same
environmental document. Proposals or parts of proposals are considered
to be closely related and must be discussed in the same environmental
document if they (1) cannot or will not proceed unless the other
proposals (or parts of proposals) are implemented simultaneously with
them; or (2) are interdependent parts of a larger proposal and depend on
the larger proposal as their justification or for their implementation. 

The treatment plant, conveyance pipelines, and outfall are all part of one
system being designed to convey influent to the treatment plant, treat the
wastewater, and convey and discharge the effluent. No one part will
proceed without the other and each depends on the larger proposal as its
justification and for its implementation, thus all parts must be evaluated
in the same document as required by SEPA.

The purpose of an EIS is to evaluate the significant adverse
environmental impacts of a proposal. King County has sufficient
information about the principal features of the design and construction
of the Brightwater System to evaluate impacts. Please refer to the
response to Clos, Comment I414-1.
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Response to Comment I408-6

Alternative treatment processes have been considered as part
of the Brightwater predesign. These alternatives are described
in Appendix 3-L, Preliminary Working Draft Facilities Plan
for the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System,
of the Final EIS. This Facilities Plan (May 2003) was
prepared in compliance with the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Requirements for Engineering
Reports, WAC 173-240-060.

Response to Comment I408-7

King County is not issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS. The
Draft EIS and Final EIS describe the principal features of the
Brightwater System, as required by SEPA. Please refer to the
responses to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray,
Comment O16-3, and Clos, Comment I414-1. The design of
the Brightwater System will continue to be refined during the
design phase and as plans are reviewed by permitting
agencies. The final design and plans will be public
documents, and the public can request to see them and
comment on them when they have been completed. 

Response to Comment I408-8

The term “avoid” is used in several places throughout the
Final EIS. Please refer to Chapters 4 through 7 of the Final
EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-9

The Brightwater EIS is not intended to “serve as a conceptual
document.” The EIS has been revised in response to
comments on the Draft EIS. The Final EIS provides a more
refined project description, a concise evaluation of significant
impacts, and additional information and technical data in the
appendices. It provides an environmental analysis sufficient
for making project-level decisions concerning the
environmental impacts of the proposal, as required by SEPA.
Please refer to the response to Clos, Comment I414-1. King
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County will provide additional information to permitting agencies as
needed.

Response to Comment I408-10

The Draft EIS is, under SEPA, a preliminary evaluation. Under SEPA
and in this instance, the Final EIS responds to Draft EIS comments and
contains more detailed information and analysis of the probable
significant impacts of identified Brightwater System alternatives, as
well as reasonable mitigation measures. This EIS, upon completion,
should provide the needed SEPA analysis for local project permits and
approvals. It is anticipated that the permit process in various
jurisdictions and with regulatory agencies will require, in some
instances, significant additional analysis and work associated with
preparation of permit applications and the permit review process. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-3,
incorporated in full herein.

Response to Comment I408-11

It is unclear what is meant by this comment and the questions “Who
determines which comments are relevant and which are not?” All
comments to the Draft EIS are responded to in this Final EIS.

All comments received on the Draft EIS have been routed for response
to members of the Brightwater team who are knowledgeable about the
topic addressed, and each response has been reviewed by numerous
consultants and staff. Each person reviewing the comment determines
whether it is something that needs to be addressed in the SEPA review
or whether it is more appropriate to address the comment in some other
manner. The EIS is an analysis of environmental impacts; political
considerations will be addressed in other arenas. Please refer to the
response to Comment I408-1 in this letter. 

Response to Comment I408-12

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-30 in this letter for
information regarding the Sammamish Valley water reuse facility.
Information on reclaimed water projects can be found in Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology Review and Evaluation of
Potential Water Reuse Opportunities, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-13

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-5 in this letter for a
discussion of the environmental review of proposals or parts of
proposals that are closely related. Please refer to the response to Lane
Powell Spears Lubersky LLP, Comment O4-1, for a discussion of
alternatives.

SEPA states in WAC 197-11-759 that the lead agency is the agency
with the main responsibility for complying with SEPA procedural
requirements. SEPA also states in WAC 197-11-926 that when a
governmental agency initiates a proposal, it is the lead agency for that
proposal. If two or more agencies share in the implementation of a
proposal, the agencies must determine which agency will be the lead
agency. King County is the governmental agency initiating the
Brightwater proposal, and while other federal, state, and local agencies
will issue permits for the Brightwater proposal, they are not sharing in
the implementation of the Brightwater proposal. Thus, in accordance
with the SEPA Rules, King County is the lead agency.
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Response to Comment I408-14

King County will submit permit requests to pertinent
agencies when specific project locations and details are
determined. At this time, it is not possible to state what
permits will be needed for each treatment plant, conveyance
or outfall site until a Brightwater System has been selected.
Permits may be needed from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard, Washington State Department
of Ecology, Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Washington State Department of Transportation,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries, Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency, Washington State Department of Health, and
local jurisdictions depending on the system selected and
facilities included in that system.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1344; 33 CFR
325 regulates discharge of dredged or fill materials into
waters (including wetlands) of the United States. Please
contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers at P.O. Box 3755
Seattle, WA 98124-3755 or by phone at 206-764-3742 for
additional information.

A 401 Water Quality Certification permit is required for any
federal permit or license involving construction activities that
affect state waters to certify compliance with state and federal
water quality standards. Please contact the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology), P.O. Box 47600 Olympia,
WA 98504-7600 for additional information. More
information can also be found on the Ecology Web site at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov.

A certification with Washington’s Coastal Zone Management
(CZM) Program is required for U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers authorized projects and other federally licensed or
permitted projects. Please see previously on how to contact
Ecology for additional information.
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The Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act, Public
Law 94-265, provides for the conservation and management of the
fisheries, and for other purposes. The Magnuson Fishery Conservation
Act was amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act, which became law
on October 11, 1996. Regulations for implementing the Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) coordination and consultation provisions of the
Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act are at 50
CFR 600.905 - 930. These regulations provide definitions, procedures
for using existing consultation processes, procedures for conducting
individual EFH consultation when an existing process is not available,
and alternatives to individual EFH consultation. Please contact the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration for more information
through their Northwest Regional Office at 7600 Sand Point Way NE,
Seattle, WA 98115-0070, or by phone at 206-526-6150. Additional
information can be found on the following Web site at:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa.

The Coast Guard uses a Local Notice to Mariners (LNM) as the primary
means for disseminating information concerning aids to navigation,
hazards to navigation, and other items of marine information of interest
to mariners on the waters of the United States, ’its territories, and
possessions. Additional information regarding Coast Guard Notification
to Mariners can be found by contacting the Thirteenth Coast Guard
District at 206-220-7280. More information can also be found at their
main Web site, http://www.uscg.mil/contact.html.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs all federal
agencies to use their existing authorities to conserve threatened and
endangered species, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration, to ensure
that their actions do not jeopardize listed species or destroy or adversely
modify critical habitat.  Section 7 applies to management of federal
lands as well as other federal actions that may affect listed species, such
as Federal approval of private activities through the issuance of federal
permits, licenses, or other actions. Please contact the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Eastside Federal Complex, 911 N.E. 11th Ave.
Portland, OR97232- 4181 or at: http://endangered.fws.gov for additional
information.

A Facility Plan Approval will be required for the Brightwater System
regardless of the treatment plant site, conveyance route, and outfall zone
selected. Please see previously on how to contact Ecology for additional 

The discharge of pollutants into the state’s surface waters is regulated
through National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and State
Wastewater Discharge permits (NPDES permits). Permitted facilities
may be covered under individual municipal or industrial discharge
permits, or under one of a variety of wastewater discharge general
permits. Permits typically place limits on the quantity and concentration
of pollutants that may be discharged. To ensure compliance with these
limits, permits require wastewater treatment or impose other operational
conditions. Please see previously on how to contact Ecology for
additional information.

Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) Voluntary
Cleanup Program provides services to individuals cleaning up
contaminated sites. Voluntary cleanups can be conducted completely
independent of Ecology, independent with some Ecology assistance or
review, or with Ecology oversight under a signed legal agreement.
Please see previously on how to contact Ecology for additional
information.

A Hydraulic Project Approval is needed for work that uses, diverts,
obstructs, or changes the natural flow or bed of state waters for the
purpose of protection of fish life and related habitat. Please contact the
Washington State Fish and Wildlife Service by mail at 600 Capitol Way
N, Olympia, WA 98501-1091, or by phone at (360) 902-2200 for
additional information. 

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WA DNR)
Aquatic Lands Easement Authorization allows the use of aquatic lands
under WA DNR jurisdiction. Please contact WA DNR at 1111
Washington Street SE, P.O. Box 47000 Olympia, WA 98504-7000,
through their Web site http://www.dnr.wa.gov or by phone at 360-902-
1000 for additional information.

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency issues permits under the Clean Air
Act that apply to the source and provide monitoring and reporting
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provisions to enforce those requirements. More information on Notice
of Construction Permits and Air Operating Permits can be found by
contacting the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency. They can be reached
either directly through their Web site at http://www.pscleanair.org or at
their office at 110 Union Street Suite 500, Seattle, WA 98101. 

Each local jurisdiction has its own set of regulations pertaining to
conditional use permits. However, typically a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) is required to allow a conditionally permitted use on a specific
property subject to conditions that ensure compatibility with nearby land
uses. A Variance application process typically allows adjustments in the
application of standards of the zoning code to a particular property.
Variance requests may include reduced setbacks, lot coverage, height,
and intrusions into sensitive area buffers. A Public Agency Utility
Exception may be granted for a public utility agency or district for
certain installations in sensitive areas or their buffers. For more
information on any of these topics please contact the appropriate
jurisdiction. King County will not be able to determine which local
jurisdiction will require which permits until a final decision is made.
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Response to Comment I408-15

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

Essential public facilities include those facilities that are
typically difficult to site as defined in RCW47.06.140 and
RCW 71.09.020. Please contact the Washington State Office
of Community Development at 906 Columbia Street SW,
Olympia, WA 98504. for additional information.

Response to Comment I408-16

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

King County will not be able to determine which local
jurisdiction will require which permits until a final decision is
made on project location. King County will submit requests
for building permits to agencies with jurisdiction at that time.
For more information on building permit processes please
contact specific local jurisdictions. 

Each local jurisdiction has its own set of permits and criteria.
Please contact specific jurisdictions for more information on
their Clearing and Grading Permits. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 1975

Response to Comment I408-17

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

Please contact each jurisdiction directly for more information
on Sensitive Area Reviews. 

Response to Comment I408-18

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

The Shoreline Substantial Development Permit allows work
or activities within areas subject to the Shoreline
Management Act. Please refer to the response to Comment
I408-14 in this letter on how to contact the Washington State
Department of Ecology and specific jurisdictions for
additional information. 

Street Use Permits are typically required for construction
activities that take place in a public right-of-way. A Utility
Permit is for public and private utilities typically for the use
of property in which the permitting jurisdiction has an
ownership interest. Haul Route Agreements vary by
jurisdiction. The need for Street Permits, Utility Permits or
Haul Route Agreements will be determined during the
permitting process. King County will submit requests to
agencies with jurisdiction when specific project locations are
determined. Please contact specific jurisdictions for
additional information.

Response to Comment I408-19

The SEPA process is the same for each treatment plant site,
conveyance route, and outfall route. It includes earlier
programmatic review of the Regional Wastewater Services
Plan and other planning documents, issuance of three SEPA
determinations by the King County Council during the siting
process, issuance of a Determination of Significance and
Scoping Notice for the Brightwater proposal, scoping
meetings in May and June 2002, issuance of a Draft EIS in
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November 2002 followed by a 75-day comment period, and issuance of
a Final EIS. Please refer to additional discussion of the environmental
review of the Brightwater proposal in Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final EIS.

The administrative appeal rule for the Solid Waste and Wastewater
Treatment Divisions of King County went into effect in early November
2003. It applies to SEPA determinations issued, including the Final EIS.
More information regarding this administrative rule can be requested by
contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, toll-free at1-888-
707-8571, or online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/index.htm.

Response to Comment I408-20

A Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA) permit will be
sought for individual or system-wide project components that will
require evaluation or approval from regulatory agencies that accept the
form as an application format for review.

The JARPA Form is currently utilized by several regulatory agencies.
The following agencies are usually sent the JARPA form: the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the U.S. Coast Guard, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries), the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology), the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources (WA DNR), and local governments involved in the
project. Please check with each agency and local jurisdiction for its
appeal process.

King County will acquire any necessary permanent, temporary, or
construction easements for construction and operation of Brightwater.
These easements will encompass both subterranean and aboveground
areas in varying combinations along the proposed conveyance
alignments. Additionally, King County will obtain right-of-entry
agreements where necessary for conducting studies, surveys, and
appraisal work. King County will purchase parcels required for
permanent facilities.

Depending on the location of the selected alignment for the outfall
conveyance system, the outfall would require easements from first class

and/or second class tideland owners as well as an aquatic land use
agreement with Washington State Department of Natural Resources.  

102.  Snohomish County Health Department and King County Health
Department do not require any particular permits for the Brightwater
System. Water reuse provisions are developed by Ecology in
conjunction with the Washington State Department of Health and are
included in the treatment plant operating NPDES permit.

104. If during the permitting process it is clear that the provisions of
state law require that a water right permit is necessary for the project,
then King County would seek to obtain one.

Response to Comment I408-21

For the reasons set forth in the responses to I408-28 through I408-593 of
this comment letter King County believes that the Draft EIS and Final
EIS meet the requirements for an Environmental Impact Statement as
required under state law and the applicable case law interpreting the
Washington State Environmental Policy Act ‘s (SEPA) procedural
requirements (SEPA Rules WAC 197-11). This EIS is in fact intended
to serve as the SEPA basis for all local and state permits and approvals.
It is anticipated in most instances, that local and state agencies will
simply adopt the EIS. 
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Response to Comment I408-22

The Draft EIS was based on the most current plans available
prior to document publication. The Final EIS analysis
incorporates any new or revised information that became
available after the publication of the Draft EIS.

It is not possible to respond to the second part of your
comment because it is not clear what the acronym “DPO”
refers to.

Response to Comment I408-23

The documents referenced in the Brightwater Draft EIS are
voluminous. It would be very difficult to provide multiple
copies to all libraries, and some libraries have indicated they
have a shortage of space for maintaining all of these
materials. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division
(WTD) has assembled all referenced documents and has
made them available for review in our offices. Members of
the public are welcome to make an appointment to review the
documents at the WTD offices during business hours. Please
contact the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799 or toll-free
at 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I408-24

The Brightwater Treatment Plant, whether it is located at the
Route 9 site or Unocal site, would be constructed to produce
5 mgd of high quality reclaimed water. The initial 5 mgd
would be used to serve needs on the treatment plant site,
including landscaping, irrigation, and process water. Site
plans at both alternative plant sites provide space to produce
up to 54 mgd of reclaimed water when flows reach that
volume. King County will continue to work to identify users
and expand its production of reclaimed water accordingly.
Any future proposal to provide reclaimed water offsite will
comply with SEPA, as appropriate. Please refer to the
response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph,
Comment O17-66.
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Response to Comment I408-25

During the first phase of the Brightwater siting process, over 95 land
areas were considered as a potential site for the treatment plant. These
land areas were analyzed for serious engineering and environmental
constraints that would limit the construction or operation of a
wastewater treatment plant. Examples of constraints include steep
slopes, flood zones, and biological preserves, or conservation areas.
This analysis revealed that approximately 38 of the 95 land areas were
largely unconstrained. Next, policy site screening criteria were applied
to these land areas, and as a result of this work, the King County
Council adopted six candidate sites in May 2001. These six candidate
sites were further evaluated, which led to the King County Council
December 2001 decision, approving the Unocal and Route 9 Systems to
continue forward in the environmental review process. Information from
these two phases is documented and available local area libraries and in
CD format upon request. It can also be obtained by contacting the
Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-88-707-8571.
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS provides more details on this process. Please
refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment I408-26

For information relating to population and wastewater flows please refer
to the RWSP Final EIS, Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS, and a summary of this information is
available in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Response to Comment I408-27

Chapter 173-221 WAC, Discharge Standards and Effluent Limitations
for Domestic Wastewater Facilities, outlines the purpose and scope,
policy, definitions and standards for domestic wastewater facilities.
WAC 173-221-040 outlines domestic wastewater facility standards,
including water quality limits. Final effluent limitations are determined
through permit approval by the Washington State Department of
Ecology. Chapter 153-201A WAC outlines the water quality standards
for surface waters in Washington State. These sections of the WAC
include standards for both secondary and advanced treatment plants.

Response to Comment I408-28

The Draft EIS is, under SEPA, a preliminary evaluation. Under SEPA
and in this instance, the Final EIS responds to Draft EIS comments and
contains more detailed information and analysis of the probable
significant impacts of identified Brightwater System alternatives, as
well as reasonable mitigation measures. The EIS appropriately considers
the water quality and other standards and requirements currently
applicable and those reasonably anticipated to be required at the time of
permit issuance. This EIS, upon completion, should provide the needed
SEPA analysis for local project permits and approvals. It is anticipated
that the permit process in various jurisdictions and with regulatory
agencies will require, in some instances, significant additional analysis
and work associated with preparation of permit applications and the
permit review process. King County will work with permitting agencies
to comply with applicable standards in place at that time.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 1979

Response to Comment I408-29

Anaerobic digestion would be used to stabilize the solids and
create a Class B biosolids. In the digester, highly specialized
bacteria decompose organic matter. Most pathogens are
destroyed during this stabilization process, and some organic
chemicals are degraded. However, the treatment process does
not remove phosphorous or metals, which end up either in the
biosolids or the effluent. The most effective strategy for
reducing contaminants in the biosolids is to prevent them
from entering the treatment plant. Please refer to the response
to Comment I408-189 in this letter for a description of King
County’s Industrial Waste Program.

Both Class A and Class B biosolids can be used for land
application for agriculture and forestry. However, Class B
biosolids have buffer requirements and public access and
crop harvesting restrictions.

All of the solids handling processes would be enclosed in
buildings where the process air would be collected and
treated by three-stage chemical scrubbers followed by a final
polishing stage of carbon adsorption. Each stage would treat
the process air to a greater degree. The chemical scrubbers
would use sodium hypochlorite, sodium hydroxide, and
potentially sulfuric acid. The carbon polisher would be used
to adsorb any remaining odors from the air prior to being
discharged to the atmosphere.

Response to Comment I408-30

King County has identified potential users within a 5-mile
radius of both the Route 9 and Unocal sites, and the path of
the Route 9-195th Street effluent conveyance line. There is a
potential demand for up to 10.1 mgd of reclaimed water for
the Route 9 System and 7.4 mgd for the Unocal System. In
addition, up to 10 mgd of potential agricultural demand in the
Sammamish Valley could be served by the Brightwater
Treatment Plant instead of developing a separate Sammamish
Reuse Treatment Plant in the valley. Please refer to Appendix
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3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology Review and Evaluation of Potential
Water Reuse Opportunities, of the Final EIS. Any future decision to
provide reclaimed water for offsite uses would undergo appropriate
environmental review.

The construction of reclaimed water facilities is a capital project, and
the cost would be covered by the King County Wastewater Treatment
Division’s capital budget. The capital budget is funded by ratepayers in
King County’s entire service area. When reclaimed water becomes
available, a market rate for its use would be determined, and then
reclaimed water customers would be charged the market rate. The
market rate would reflect what customers are willing to pay. It is likely
to be a percentage of the cost that a customer would otherwise pay for
potable water. User fees would offset, or recover, some of the cost of
construction, operation, and maintenance of the reclaimed water system;
however, at least initially, it is likely that ratepayers would subsidize
some of the cost of reducing the demand on the limited supply of
potable water.

Response to Comment I408-31

Additional information on odor control can be found in Chapter 5 of the
Final EIS. 

Cost and economic issues are not topics analyzed under SEPA and
therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates
that the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The
EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments
that must ultimately be made by the decision makers” (WAC 197-11-
448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County would work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part
of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives; the

revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I408-32

King County has been working with stakeholder groups and the
community in the vicinity of the treatment plant locations throughout
the Draft EIS process to collect input and receive feedback on facility
design. Community design workshop information was provided in the
Draft EIS. The final facility design process would continue to be
conducted in close coordination with stakeholder groups in the vicinity
of the treatment plant location. King County will hold additional design
workshops during predesign and final design to collect input on
aesthetic and design goals from the community. Ideas and concepts
identified by the community would be further incorporated into the
aesthetic design strategy for the facility. Please refer to Chapter 12 of
the Final EIS for a discussion of the anticipated aesthetic impacts and
proposed conceptual mitigation plans.  

Response to Comment I408-33

The neighborhoods referred to in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS are the
neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the treatment plant site. The
facility as a whole is intended to be compatible with the adjacent
neighborhood.

Response to Comment I408-34

King County has not made any formal agreements with local
governments and wastewater agencies at this time. During the final
design and permitting process, King County will work with local
jurisdictions and utility providers to ensure the Brightwater System is
coordinated with existing facilities.

Response to Comment I408-35

Flexibility refers to the ability to accommodate changing conditions
within the wastewater service area that could result in alterations in
treatment plant operations. These conditions could include changes in
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flow patterns, in the composition of wastewater flows, in regional
treatment and conveyance systems, or other factors. 

Response to Comment I408-36

The term “‘cost-effective” means “‘economical in terms of tangible
benefits produced by money spent.”‘ (http://www.m-w.com/home.htm,
Retrieved June 20, 2003).

Response to Comment I408-37

Population and employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to calculate
wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-38

The structural lid sub-alternative is being proposed in order to
accommodate the multimodal facility at the Unocal site. There is no co-
location of such a facility at the Route 9 site making a structural lid
unnecessary. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information
on the proposed structural lid at the Unocal site. For information on the
structural lid sub-alternative and its funding, please refer to the response
to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-39.

Response to Comment I408-39

King County presently treats wastewater from Edmonds 6 months out of
the year through a flow transfer agreement, so Edmonds is served by
King County’s wastewater treatment services. Lynnwood is not served
by King County’s wastewater treatment services. Please refer to Chapter
2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for
information on King County’s wastewater service area. 

Response to Comment I408-40

The transfer of flows from the Edmonds and/or Lynnwood treatment
plants would be feasible if the Brightwater Treatment Plant were located
at the Unocal site because the Unocal site is close to the Edmonds and
Lynnwood systems. A transfer of flows would be not be feasible if
Brightwater is located at Route 9. In addition, the decision on whether
or not to transfer flows would be and by the Cites of Edmonds and/or

Lynnwood for their respective systems in cooperation with King
County. 

Response to Comment I408-41

King County identified a preferred alternative, the Route 9-195th Street
System, in August 2002. However, a final selection will not be made
until after the Final EIS is published and the Executive has considered
the environmental impacts of all of the alternatives evaluated in the EIS.
During the first phase of the Brightwater siting process, over 95 land
areas were considered as potential site for the treatment plant. These
land areas were analyzed for serious engineering and environmental
constraints that would limit the construction of a wastewater treatment
plant. Examples of constraints include steep slopes, flood zones, and
biological preserves or conservation areas. This analysis revealed that
approximately 38 of the 95 land areas were largely unconstrained. Next,
policy site screening criteria were applied to those land areas, and as a
result of this work, the King County Council adopted six candidate sites
in May 2001. These six candidate sites were further evaluated, which
led to the King County Council December 2001 decision, approving the
Unocal and Route 9 Systems to continue forward in the environmental
review process. Information from these two phases is documented and
available in CD format upon request. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS for more information on the history of the siting process. 

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for information on the Preferred Alternative.
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Response to Comment I408-42

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter
for information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I408-43

The SEPA Rules state that a proposal by a lead agency or
applicant may be put forward as an objective, as several
alternative means of accomplishing a goal, or as a particular
or preferred course of action (WAC 197-11-060(3)). An EIS
must describe the proposal, or preferred alternative if one
exists, and alternative courses of action. SEPA states that
alternatives must be reasonable and that “reasonable” is
intended to limit the number and range of alternatives, as well
as the amount of detailed analysis for each alternative. The
level of detail should be tailored to the significance of
environmental impacts. The EIS may discuss a range of
alternatives or a few representative alternatives, rather than
every possible reasonable variation. In addition, the EIS may
indicate the main reasons for eliminating alternatives from
detailed study (WAC 197-11-440(5)).

The process used to screen and select alternatives for
consideration in the EIS is described in Chapter 2 of the Draft
and Final EIS. King County narrowed the number of
alternatives for consideration in the EIS in order to avoid
unnecessary cost and delay in conducting the environmental
review and in siting and constructing the Brightwater System.

King County has identified a preferred alternative, the Route
9-195th Street System. Please refer to the discussion in
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.  However, a final selection will
not be made until after the Final EIS is published and the
Executive has considered the environmental impacts of all of
the alternatives evaluated in the EIS. Please refer to the
response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky LLP, Comment
O4-1.
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Response to Comment I408-44

When the Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan was
issued in 1998, copies were sent to the following libraries: King County
Library System (all branches), Mill Creek Public Library, Renton Public
Library (main branch), Seattle Public Library (Green Lake, Fremont,
Magnolia, Queen Anne, and West Seattle branches), and the University
of Washington Suzzallo Library. Documents may still be available for
review at these libraries. The RWSP Final EIS, the ordinance adopting
the RWSP, and subsequent documents are available for review on the
Web at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/library.htm. 

Response to Comment I408-45

A list of King County’s wholesale wastewater customers is given in
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Snohomish County is not a wastewater
agency, but is a member of the Puget Sound Regional Council, which
generates population and employment forecasts upon which flow
projections are based. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.

Response to Comment I408-46

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment I408-47

Population and employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to calculate
wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-48

Population and employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to calculate
wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-49

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1. For
information relating to the history of Metro, please refer to Chapter 2 of

the Final EIS. The original flow forecasts and plans for facilities are
found in the 1958 Metropolitan Seattle Sewerage and Drainage Survey.
Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow
Analysis, of the Final EIS for information on population forecasts. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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Response to Comment I408-50

Population forecasts used in the planning of Brightwater
facilities are generally consistent with those provided by the
Office of Financial Management. These forecasts have been
updated since the publication of the Draft EIS. Updated
population and employment forecasts in north King County
and south Snohomish County and how those forecasts are
used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-51

The treatment plant would provide secondary treatment
capacity in 2010 for 36 million gallons a day (mgd) of
wastewater, with anticipated expansion to 54 mgd in 2030.
Currently, there are no plans to increase capacity above 54
mgd capacity at either of proposed alternative treatment plant
site. To meet the additional capacity requirements of 74 mgd,
the South Treatment Plant will be expanded from 115 mgd to
135 mgd; this expansion is anticipated to take place in 2029
and is included in Ordinance 13680 adopting the Regional
Wastewater Service Plan. For more information on the
project description and Unocal subalternatives, please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-52

Planning for and implementing adequate wastewater
treatment capacity in the region will provide treatment of
flows accompanying population growth outlined in adopted
comprehensive land use plans. This will allow wastewater
treatment plants to function effectively and provide high
quality effluent, as well as avoid overflows caused by
capacity limitations. Overflows are a source of pollution to
local waters, resulting in environmental degradation and
public health impacts.
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Response to Comment I408-53

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-52 in this letter.
Constructing a regional wastewater treatment plant would reduce
reliance on septic systems and onsite disposal systems, which are not
efficient wastewater treatment systems in dense urban environments.
Ineffective onsite systems are, for example, a source of groundwater
contamination. An efficient regional wastewater treatment system would
also reduce the potential for overflows of untreated or poorly treated
wastewater during peak capacity periods. These efforts would help to
protect both groundwater and surface water resources in the region.

Response to Comment I408-54

The additional capacity provided by Brightwater would allow King
County to meet applicable state and federal regulations and satisfy
contracts with local sewer service agencies in King and Snohomish
Counties.

The Brightwater project is one element of the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan (RWSP), which includes specific actions designed to
address our region’s long-term wastewater treatment needs through
2030. The RWSP resulted from an 8-year planning effort and was
adopted by the King County Council in November 1999. The RWSP
recognizes that King County will reach its wastewater capacity in 2010.
A number of alternatives were looked at to find out how our capacity
could be increased, including the expansion of our two regional
facilities, construction of smaller satellite facilities, and construction of
a new regional wastewater facility. It was determined that a new
regional facility would best meet our long-term wastewater needs. The
RWSP calls for the construction of such a facility by 2010 to
accommodate growth in the northern portion of our wastewater service
area, including a large portion of south Snohomish County. 

Over 60 percent of the wastewater that will be treated at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant will come from south Snohomish County. In addition to
acknowledging the need for a third regional treatment plant, the RWSP
also calls for expansion at the South Treatment Plant in Renton by 2029.
In order to handle increased wastewater flow from the southern and
eastern portion of our service area, the South Plant’s capacity will be

increased from its current 115 million gallons per day (mgd) to 135
mgd. The remaining land available at the South Plant in Renton will be
needed to add new facilities to improve odor control, new solids
handling technologies, energy generation, and water reclamation. 

The RWSP also addresses reducing the amount of stormwater and
groundwater that gets into the sewer system. This clean water uses up
valuable capacity needed to treat wastewater. Although reducing the
amount of stormwater and groundwater that enters the sewer system will
not preclude the need for a new regional wastewater facility, it may help
reduce the size and cost of facilities in the long term.

Response to Comment I408-55

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS contains a more detailed discussion of the
siting procedures which led to the alternatives included in the Draft EIS
for plant sites, outfall sites, and conveyance routes. Phase 1
documentation lists land areas considered during Phase 1. Both Chapter
2 and Phase 1, 2, and 3 siting documents outline the policy site
screening and site selection criteria adopted by the King County Council
and applied to the information and potential sites available. Those
materials also address the rationale for not carrying forward alternatives
other than those set forth in the Draft EIS. Phase 1, 2, and 3
documentation is available at local libraries, including the Edmonds,
Lynnwood, Mill Creek, and Mountlake Terrace libraries in Snohomish
County, and by contacting the Brightwater project team at
brighwater@metrokc.gov, or 206/684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571. 
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Response to Comment I408-56

Documentation on candidate systems was previously
published in Siting the Brightwater Treatment Facilities: Site
Selection and Screening Activities (March 2001). This
document can be downloaded from King County’s
Brightwater Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
CD by request by calling the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

Site layouts for both the conveyance system and treatment
plants were first described in the Draft EIS. Additional
documentation on site layouts is described in Chapter 3 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-57

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-58

The No Action Alternative by definition means that the
applicant will not take action on the proposal. The three
action alternatives are those described in the Draft EIS and
Final EIS-the Route 9-195th Street System, the Route 9-
228th Street System, and the Unocal System. For additional
discussion on the No Action Alternative, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Comment W3-58.

Response to Comment I408-59

The SEPA Rules state that a proposal by a lead agency or
applicant may be put forward as an objective, as several
alternatives means of accomplishing a goal, or as a particular
or preferred course of action (WAC 197-11-060(3)). An EIS
must describe the proposal, or preferred alternative, if one
exists, and alternative courses of action. SEPA states that
alternatives must be reasonable and that “reasonable” is
intended to limit the number and range of alternatives, as well
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as the amount of detailed analysis for each alternative. The level of
detail should be tailored to the significance of environmental impacts.
The EIS may discuss a range of alternatives or a few representative
alternatives, rather than every possible reasonable variation. In addition,
the EIS may indicate the main reasons for eliminating alternatives from
detailed study (WAC 197-11-440(5)). King County has identified a
preferred alternative, the Route 9-195th Street System. However, a final
selection will not be made until after the Final EIS is published and the
Executive has considered the environmental impacts of all of the
alternatives evaluated in the EIS. Please refer to Chapters 2 and 3 of the
Final EIS for information on the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment I408-60

The Route 9 site is located in unincorporated Snohomish County north
of Woodinville and is within Snohomish County’s jurisdiction. The site
is also within the City of Woodinville’s proposed annexation area.

Response to Comment I408-61

The fish rearing pond is the only wetland located within the Urban
Growth Area of the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment I408-62

Please refer to Chapters 4, 6, 7, and 12 of the Final EIS for proposed and
possible mitigation actions. For more information on mitigation, please
refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment I408-63

Please refer to the response to Comments I408-32 and I408-33 in this
letter. Please refer to Chapters 3 and 12 of the Final EIS for a detailed
discussion of the site layout at the Route 9 site. 

Response to Comment I408-64

The minimum land area required to site a wastewater treatment plant is
25 acres. Larger sites offer advantages such as greater separation
between the plant and adjoining land uses, more extensive buffer areas,
additional room for construction-related activities, and the ability to
accommodate higher water quality standards in the future. Please refer
to Chapter 3 for information on the project description and comparison

of alternatives. Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55, in this
letter for more information on the siting process.

Response to Comment I408-65

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for the revised project description. 

Response to Comment I408-66

The number of grout lines and the amount of grout that would be used
during construction of the conveyance system will be determined during
the final conveyance system design. Such design detail will not be
determined until after the Final EIS has been published and a system
alternative has been selected for construction.

Response to Comment I408-67

Updated conveyance and portal information is available in Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS under Conveyance System. 
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Response to Comment I408-68

A supplemental Draft EIS is neither necessary nor
appropriate. The Draft EIS was issued at a point in time when
a certain level of information was known relating to the
probable significant adverse impacts of the proposal and
possible ways to reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas
where there was uncertainty in relation to impacts in one
respect or another, the Draft EIS presented, following SEPA
Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. In other areas,
the Draft EIS indicated that ongoing analysis was underway
and that additional information would be forthcoming. Since
issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable
additional analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any
large project, to further define and develop the proposal and
respond to Draft EIS comments.

Many of the details, which some commentators have
requested, relate to information that either does not involve
significant adverse impacts, or is information that is
important prior to issuance of actual permits but may not be
essential to include in an EIS. Any additional analysis that
has been conducted that relates to probable significant
adverse impacts that will not be mitigated or regulated into
non-significance is included as part of the Final EIS analysis.
There is no practical or legal need under SEPA to include this
work in the form of a supplemental draft EIS. And, there is
no SEPA case law calling for such action. Moreover, it is the
principal task of the Final EIS to respond to questions raised
in comments to the Draft EIS and, if appropriate, to revise
alternatives, analysis of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts, and the discussion of reasonable
mitigation measures. This Final EIS both addresses each
response raised on the Draft EIS and contains revised
analysis in many areas. It takes into account the new
information available through the ongoing review by King
County, as well as the information drawn from comments,
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and additional studies conducted since issuance of the Draft EIS. This
type of work is what SEPA contemplates is the function of a Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-69

For more information on the conveyance system for Route 9, please
refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-70

King County sent approximately 60,000 copies of the scoping document
and a summary of the Draft EIS requesting comments and listing the
time, place, and dates for each of the scoping meetings and Draft EIS
hearings. The mailing list included addresses within 500 feet of all
proposed facilities on all alternatives. King County used existing carrier
routes for this mailing, so in many cases, the mailing was distributed
much further than 500 feet from the proposed facilities.

Response to Comment I408-71

Benthic species in the area of the outfall pipeline include various
amphipod, polycheate worms, clams (such as geoducks and butter
clams), shrimp, and crabs. Based on other projects of similar size,
repopulation of the disturbed sediment would occur within the first few
years. Marine habitat is likely to have invertebrate populations begin
repopulating these substrates immediately through settlement of larvae
and migration from adjacent undisturbed habitat. For a long narrow
construction zone, immigration of motile invertebrates and fish is likely
to occur within days to weeks. Re-establishment of basic physical
characteristics will provide for repopulation by the same species that
currently inhabit the site. Growth of new organisms would depend on
size and life span. Many invertebrates have short life spans and will
reach maturity within the first year, while longer-lived species, such as
larger clams, will take several years to reach maturity and adult sizes.

Response to Comment I408-72

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for information on site layout and conveyance for the treatment
plant alternatives. 

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-64 regarding the
minimum land area required to site a treatment plant. Please refer to the
response to Comment I408-55 in this letter and Chapter 2 of the Final
EIS for the information on the siting process. 

Response to Comment I408-73

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter for
information on the siting process. 

Response to Comment I408-74

The Route 9 site allows for landscape buffers ranging in size from 210
to 310 feet along the proposed facility’s western boundary with Route 9.
Buffer enhancements will be determined during the permit approval
process; however, vegetation diversity could be enhanced by plantings
throughout the site. Conceptual mitigation concepts are outlined in
Chapter 12 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-75

The design of all influent and effluent conveyance system alternatives
was conducted with the same portal spacing criteria. The distance
between portals depends on ground conditions, tunnel boring machine
durability, and tunneling operating logistics; not on the function
(influent versus effluent) of the tunnel. 

Response to Comment I408-76

The offsite pump station for the proposed Unocal conveyance system is
located in the Kenmore area. For updated conveyance and portal
information please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-77

The potential impacts to the marine sanctuary are identical to the
impacts to any nearshore area in the proposed outfall zone. Temporary
construction impacts include turbidity, lethal and sub-lethal impacts to
plants and animals, and increases in noise. Details of construction
impacts are provided in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.
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Because of the effluent quality, prevailing currents (which carry the
effluent away for the shoreline), and the dilution expected after
discharge, operational impacts are not expected.  

Response to Comment I408-78

The installation of a structural lid on a wastewater treatment plant has
been accomplished at other wastewater treatment facilities in the United
States, including the Oceanside Wastewater Treatment Plant in San
Francisco, California, and a facility in New York City. A complete
listing of such facilities is not available. 

Response to Comment I408-79

Under the “ structural lid” subalternative, the Brightwater Treatment
Plant facilities would occupy the majority of the useable area of the site
and the co-located facility, such as the Edmonds Crossing project,
would be constructed on top of a lid above the treatment facilities.
Approximately two-thirds of the Unocal site would be covered by a
structural lid to support the Edmonds Crossing Project. All process
facilities of the treatment plant would have non-structural covers to
prevent the release of odors. The Unocal site provides the potential
opportunity to deliver two regional infrastructure projects at one
location and it has the potential to lower the overall costs as opposed to
doing them separately. Additionally, there are the added benefits of
enhancing the nearby wetlands, fish hatchery, and public shoreline
access. For more information on project sub-alternatives evaluated in
the Draft EIS and Final EIS, please refer to Chapter 3and Appendices 3-
A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-80

For information on how new and current facilities are paid for, please
refer to the financial policies in King County Code Chapter 28.86.160
and Ordinance 13680 adopting the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.
This information can be requested from the Metropolitan King County
Council by calling 206-296-1000 or through their Web site at
http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc. 

Funding for the Edmonds Crossing project is discussed in the SR 104
Edmonds Crossing Connecting Ferries, Bus and Rail, Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
(FHWA, WSDOT, City of Edmonds, 1998) incorporated by reference in
the Final EIS.

For discussion about the relationship between the proposed lid
alternative and its funding, please refer to the response to the Sno-King
Environmental Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-39.

Response to Comment I408-81

The Cities of Edmonds and Lynnwood are not part of King County’s
service area. Please refer to the response to I408-39 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-82

Please contact the Cities of Edmonds and Lynnwood for information on
how they perform capacity analysis and what their future wastewater
capacity needs are. 

In November 1999, as a result of nearly 8 years of planning and study,
the King County Council adopted the Regional Wastewater Services
Plan (RWSP), a comprehensive 30-year plan to meet our region’s
wastewater treatment needs. During the RWSP planning process, a
number of options were considered to meet our regional wastewater
treatment needs. The Final EIS for the RWSP can be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm. The ordinance adopting
the RWSP can also be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf. 

The West Point Treatment Plant can treat up to a maximum of 300
million gallons a day of combined sewage to full secondary treatment.
During large storm events, the plant provides primary treatment and
disinfection of wastewater peak flows of 300 to 440 million gallons.
When there is too much combined wastewater and stormwater for the
system to handle, excess flows are directed to either overflow outfalls or
to one of two CSO treatment plants. 

For information on the No Action Alternative, please refer to Chapter 3
and subsequent chapters of the Final EIS as well as Chapter 1 of the
Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan. 
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Response to Comment I408-83

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-30 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-84

If the Brightwater Treatment Plant were not constructed,
there would be an increased potential for overflows within
the existing wastewater collection and treatment network.
Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-149, for more information. These overflows
could result in localized water quality degradation, as
discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Please refer to
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for a discussion of environmental
health impacts associated with increased overflows.

Response to Comment I408-85

Some municipalities impose sewer bans on themselves when
their treatment capacity is being reached or exceeded.
Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology’s)
current policy favors these locally imposed moratoria.
According to Ecology’s policy, “Ecology will work with
communities with capacity problems to encourage them to
self-impose sewer connection bans. If treatment capacity is
exceeded, there are repeat wastewater violations, and the
municipality does not act to impose a sewer connection ban,
Ecology will impose the ban through an administrative
order.” 

In the event that Ecology issues a moratorium on construction
in the service area, construction of the treatment plant would
not be stopped. Such an action by Ecology would, if
anything, emphasize the need to have additional wastewater
capacity constructed at the earliest available time. It is just
this sense of urgency that led King County in the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan to set 2010 as the date for
operation of a new wastewater plant and system. Ecology’s 
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policy on sewer connection bans can be found at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/992031.pdf.

Response to Comment I408-86

The No Action Alternative by definition means that the applicant will
not take action on the proposal. The three action alternatives are those
described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS-the Route 9-195th Street
System, the Route 9-228th Street System, and the Unocal System. For
additional discussion of the No Action Alternative, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
Comment W3-58.

Response to Comment I408-87

Efforts will be made during construction to minimize noise; however,
local jurisdictional noise restriction levels will be the regulated noise
level that the contractor will be required to meet.

Response to Comment I408-88

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-5 in this letter for a
discussion of the environmental review of proposals or parts of
proposals that are closely related. Please refer to the response to Lane
Powell Spears Lubersky LLP, Comment O4-1, for a discussion of
alternatives.

Response to Comment I408-89

Please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky LLP,
Comment O4-1, for a discussion of alternatives.

Response to Comment I408-90

The anticipated volumes of excess excavation are included in Appendix
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-91

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-155 in this letter. 

Response to Comment I408-92

SEPA case law defines cumulative impacts as the impacts of the
proposal along with the impacts of other actions that are virtually

compelled or made inevitable as a result of the proposed action. To the
extent, this comment refers to the impacts of new development that may
follow the construction of Brightwater. These impacts have been
addressed already in the context of the SEPA review conducted earlier
in conjunction with the adoption of local comprehensive plans in the
jurisdictions included within the Brightwater Service Area. The need for
Brightwater itself, which was called for in the King County Regional
Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) adopted in 1999, was developed in
response to the population projections anticipated in this service area
and drawn from population forecasts developed by the Puget Sound
Regional Council. These projections were also the basis for the
comprehensive plans prepared under the Growth Management Act in
each of these jurisdictions. It is not anticipated that Brightwater will
result in any new cumulative impacts relating to growth, which have not
already been addressed as part of the SEPA review for the earlier
comprehensive plans which are now in place, as well as the RWSP EIS.
Both the Brightwater Draft EIS and Final EIS include a discussion of
cumulative impacts for the Unocal alternative under the various
elements of the environment.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 1993

Response to Comment I408-93

By consolidating the two existing Edmonds and Lynnwood
treatment facilities at the Unocal site, there would be one
treatment plant instead of two; access to a longer, deeper
outfall; and the ability to use the best available technology for
wastewater processing. The sub-alternative to treat Edmonds
and Lynnwood Flows at the Unocal Site could occur only if
Brightwater is located at the Unocal site and if the cities of
Edmonds and Lynnwood decided to pursue such an option.

The Unocal site provides the potential opportunity to deliver
two regional infrastructure projects at one location and it has
the potential to lower the overall costs as opposed to doing
them separately. Additionally, there are the added benefits of
enhancing the nearby wetlands, fish hatchery, and public
shoreline access. For more information on project sub-
alternatives evaluated in the Draft and Final EIS please refer
to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance,
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-94

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-80 in this letter
for information on how new and current facilities are paid for
and to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for
more information on cost comparisons. Please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
additional information on mitigation.

Response to Comment I408-95

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this
letter. Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for additional information on mitigation.

Response to Comment I408-96

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-30 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment I408-97

King County established water reuse policies in Ordinance 13680,
which adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan. These policies
do not mandate the production of reclaimed water; rather they are
intended to guide King County in continuing to develop a program to
produce reclaimed water. The potential need for reclaimed water was
evaluated in a report in Appendix 3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology
Review and Evaluation of Potential Water Reuse Opportunities, of the
Final EIS. Please refer to the response to Comments I408-129 and I408-
30 in this letter for information regarding reclaimed water and the need
for Brightwater.

Response to Comment I408-98

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-30 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-99

The minimum land area required to site a wastewater treatment plant is
25 acres. Larger sites offer advantages such as: greater separation
between the plant and adjoining land uses, more extensive buffer areas,
additional room for construction-related activities, and the ability to
accommodate higher water quality standards in the future. Please refer
to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for the information on the siting process
and Chapter 3 for information on the project description and comparison
of alternatives.  Please refer to Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-100

Larger sites offer advantages such as: greater separation between the
plant and adjoining land uses, more extensive buffer areas, additional
room for construction-related activities, and the ability to accommodate
higher water quality standards in the future. Please refer to Chapter 2 of
the Final EIS for information on the siting process and to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, for updated
information on the proposed treatment plant sites.

Response to Comment I408-101

The final design for odor control at Brightwater no longer includes a
biofilter. Three-stage chemical plus carbon polishing will be provided.

The distance from odor sources to the property line depend on the size
of the property and the design layout of the facility, not on the type of
odor control used.

Response to Comment I408-102

Sustainable technologies, such as biofiltration and biotrickling towers,
require a larger footprint than chemical or carbon systems. For the
volumes of odorous air that would need to be treated at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant, there is not enough space for biofiltration or
biotrickling towers at the Unocal site. 

Response to Comment I408-103

This EIS does disclose the probable significant impacts associated with
dust, noise, and odor for all Brightwater facilities. It also identifies
reasonable mitigation measures for all probable significant adverse
environmental impacts. Please refer to Chapters 5 and 10 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I408-104

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-30 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-105

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I408-106

Updated conveyance and portal information and a discussion of impacts
related to conveyance are available in Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-107

A microtunnel is a tunnel constructed by a microtunnel boring machine
(MTBM). In essence, a microtunnel is a smaller variant of the tunnels
described for the conveyance system. Microtunneling may take up a
lane of traffic if the construction is sited in the road. Microtunnels are
constructed at faster rates and with smaller staging and portal areas
because the pipes and machines are smaller than those used for large-
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diameter tunnels. A description of the microtunnel construction method
has been included in Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance,
of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-108

A pump station in the Kenmore area would be required for
the Unocal alternative only. For updated conveyance and
portal information, please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-109

Land use densities around the treatment plant sites and portal
siting areas are described in Chapter 11, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-110

Access to the Route 9 outfall location would be the Chevron
Richmond Beach Asphalt Terminal.

Response to Comment I408-111

Portal 19, where the Route 9 outfall would begin, is a
primary portal and traffic impacts could be expected. Please
refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites
and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail on
construction impacts and construction access routes. Permits
could be required from Snohomish County, the City of
Shoreline, and the Town of Woodway.

Response to Comment I408-112

Currently, the shoreline of Snohomish County is closed from
Tulalip Bay south to the King County line for shellfish
harvesting due to Washington State Department of Health
concerns about effluent from the Edmonds, Lynnwood,
Alderwood, and Olympus wastewater treatment plants in
addition to the large number of potential nonpoint pollution
sources in this area. The Department of Health has not
surveyed these sources or determined their individual
impacts, but they believe it would be “extremely difficult to
insure that shellfish harvesting could be safe from those
shorelines” (Woolrich, Bob, Personal communication, 2003).
Effluent treated at the Brightwater Treatment Plant would
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undergo the most current primary and secondary treatment methods to
remove contaminants of concern. Once effluent from the outfall reaches
the edge of the chronic mixing zone, the concentration of contaminants
of concern will be diluted to concentrations that meet or exceed state
and federal water quality standards. Additionally, the outfall diffuser
would be designed to maintain the discharge plume below and seaward
from the commercial shellfish beds under most oceanographic
conditions. Therefore, if the original sources of pollution into Puget
Sound are reduced to levels that would allow the opening of Snohomish
County beaches for shellfish harvesting, the effluent discharged from
the Brightwater Treatment Plant would not result in future closure of
beaches to shellfish harvesting.

Orcas, gray whales, and humpback whales have been sighted in Puget
Sound. However, the bottom areas in the outfall zones are not a known
area of concentrated feeding of cetaceans.

A majority of the scientific investigations completed were focused on
evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed outfall on the biological
resources of Puget Sound and the people that frequent the shorelines.
Eliminating or significantly reducing the possibility that people may
become sick or aquatic life harmed as a result of the new outfall has
been the primary consideration of the outfall siting study. As a result,
the Final EIS contains an analysis of our investigations. King County
has identified what will be discharged from the outfall (effluent
characterization reports), the dilution and transport of the effluent within
the Puget Sound (oceanographic modeling and plume modeling), and
the potential pathways for contact with the discharge (biological
investigations and human use survey). All of these studies increase the
confidence in the determination that the outfall and effluent constituents
are not expected to be harmful to people and aquatic life.

It was assumed aquatic life could be exposed to effluent constituents
within anywhere within the Puget Sound (including the effluent plume
itself) and along the shoreline. For people, the worst-case scenario for
direct exposure (incidental ingestion and skin contact with water and
sand) was assumed to be the shoreline scenario. For fish ingestion, it
was assumed that people may ingest fish exposed to outfall constituents
in any of the locations. Since the outfall will discharge 1 mile offshore

and the plume will be retained below 100 feet, it is unlikely that any
scuba divers would be exposed to the discharge. 

To evaluate the potential future impacts of the proposed outfalls,
potential impacts under existing conditions were also evaluated. A key
finding was that estimated impacts to people and aquatic life are
generally the same under both existing and future conditions.

Response to Comment I408-113

King County has been working with potentially affected tribal
governments throughout the EIS process to address tribal concerns
regarding impacts to tribal treaty fishing rights. The design of the
outfall, for example, has incorporated these concerns, and King County
looks forward to continued dialogue with affected Tribes throughout the
design process. 

Response to Comment I408-114

A structural “lid” would need to be built over the treatment plant site to
accommodate the multimodal transportation facility. Additional
discussion of the “lid” sub-alternative, including appropriate graphics
has been provided in Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-115

The Edmonds Crossing Draft EIS was listed in the Fact Sheet as a
document incorporated by reference. It was listed under the U.S.
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, et al.,
and entitled SR 104 Edmonds Crossing Connecting Ferries, Bus and
Rail, Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f)
Evaluation (FHWA, WSDOT, City of Edmonds, 1998). The Edmonds
Crossing Final EIS was not published prior to issuance of the
Brightwater Draft EIS. For information on the Final EIS, please contact
the City of Edmonds, the Washington State Department of
Transportation, or the Federal Highway Administration.

Response to Comment I408-116

The Unocal System is one of the alternatives being analyzed in the EIS.
Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
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Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for a more detailed discussion of the Unocal alternative. A
structural “lid” would need to be built over the treatment plant site to
accommodate the multimodal transportation facility. Additional
discussion of the structural lid sub-alternative, including appropriate
graphics, has been provided in the Appendix 3-A. Please refer to the
response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for information on cost and
economic issues.

Response to Comment I408-117

Additional specifications and engineering for the structural lid sub-
alternative at the Unocal site is provided in Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-118

Siting the Brightwater Treatment Plant facilities at the Unocal site can
happen with or without a structural lid. Please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendices 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, for information on the Unocal System sub-
alternatives, of the Final EIS. 

Under the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, the Brightwater
Treatment Plant facilities would occupy the majority of the useable area
of the site and a co-located facility, such as the Edmonds Crossing
project, would be constructed on top of a lid above the treatment
facilities. The complete functionality of the Edmonds Crossing facility,
based on the Edmonds Crossing conceptual design titled “Revised Point
Edwards Alternative,” is incorporated into the conceptual lid design.
The following components are included:

• Ferry holding lanes (7 total)
• Ferry traffic exit lanes (2 total)
• Bus terminal
• Rail terminal (below lid)
• Short-term, long-term, and employee vehicle parking (580 spaces

total)
• Pedestrian access (elevator and escalator/stairs) to transport

passengers from the ferry or bus terminal on the lid to the rail

terminal below
• People mover to transport pedestrians from the lid to the ferry
• Stormwater from the lid treated in the treatment plant’s stormwater

ponds
• Four toll booths with an office above
• Bus stops and bus turn-around on Admiral Way.

The Edmonds Crossing facility would be operated and maintained by
the Washington State Department of Transportation and the City of
Edmonds. In this sub-alternative, the public would not have any
additional access to the treatment plant. The public access would be
limited to the multimodal facility, which would be above and separated
from the treatment plant. 

Response to Comment I408-119

For more information on mitigation, please refer to the response to the
City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5. 

The addition of a lid at Unocal is a sub-alternative that would allow the
co-location of a multimodal transportation facility at the site. If this
mitigation option were developed, it would be in partnership with the
Washington State Department of Transportation and the local permitting
jurisdiction. For a description of the alternatives being studied in the
EIS, please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. For information on
Brightwater cost issues, please refer to the response to Comment I408-
31 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-120

It is estimated that a total of 34.7 acres would be needed to
accommodate 72 mgd at the Unocal site. Please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS
for information on the 72-mgd sub-alternative for the Unocal site.

Response to Comment I408-121

The Cities of Edmonds and Lynnwood would be responsible for
determining the appropriate means of improving or expanding their
treatment capabilities in the future. 
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Response to Comment I408-122

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I408-123

The 72-mgd sub-alternative at the Unocal site is presented in the Final
EIS to allow the Cities of Lynnwood and/or Edmonds to choose to
evaluate the benefits of transferring flows to Brightwater in the future. If
they were to make such a proposal, they would be required to undertake
environmental review of the proposal, consistent with the SEPA Rules.
An appropriate level of design related to the sub-alternatives is provided
in the project description of the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS for more details on the 72-mgd sub-alternative.

Response to Comment I408-124

By consolidating the two existing Edmonds and Lynnwood treatment
facilities at the Unocal site, there would be one treatment plant instead
of three; access to a longer, deeper outfall; and the ability to use the best
available technology for wastewater processing. The sub-alternative to
treat Edmonds and Lynnwood flows at the Unocal Site could occur only
if Brightwater is located at the Unocal site and if the Cities of Edmonds
and Lynnwood decided to pursue such an option.
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Response to Comment I408-125

This comment goes beyond the scope of an EIS as it seeks
information that does not relate to either an environmental
impact or to any mitigation of environmental impacts. You
may address your question concerning the hearing examiner
process to the King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Office or
the Snohomish County Hearing Examiner.

Response to Comment I408-126

For information on stormwater, please refer to Appendix 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant
Sites, of the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the City
of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information on mitigation
suggestions.

Response to Comment I408-127

Section 1.9.3 of the Draft EIS refers to the Northshore School
District’s parcel of real property on the Route 9 site. At the
time of the issuance of the Draft EIS, King County was in
discussions with the Northshore School District on acquiring
this property. King County acquired the Northshore School
District’s parcel of property on the Route 9 site on March 17,
2003; therefore, the Northshore School District’s
transportation, operation, and maintenance facility on this
parcel of property is no longer considered an issue to be
resolved. 

Response to Comment I408-128

King County has purchased this property from the
Northshore School District.

King County does not hold a large inventory of surplus
property. Rather, King County has a stringent process to
review all property holdings, identify surplus parcels, and
either utilize or sell these properties in a timely manner. The
properties that are “surplus” are typically scattered small lots,
and the list is constantly changing as properties are sold or
transferred and new parcels are added. More information can
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be found through King County’s Property Services Division
(http://www.metrokc.gov/psd). King County does not currently hold any
surplus property outside of the county boundaries.

Response to Comment I408-129

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-30 in this letter for
information regarding reclaimed water. There is no plan to deliver
reclaimed water from the West Point and/or South Treatment Plant to
areas in north King County or south Snohomish County because the
proposed Brightwater facility would serve any actual demand in this
area and transporting reclaimed water from the West Point or South
Treatment Plant would be more expensive. The West Point and South
Treatment Plant reclaimed water production facilities both produce
approximately 1 mgd of reclaimed water. Additional treatment facilities
would need to be added to produce more water. The majority of the
reclaimed water is utilized to offset potable water usage in treatment
plant processes and onsite landscaping. At the South Treatment Plant,
approximately 30,000 gallons per day of water is delivered to Fort Dent
Park of irrigation during the summer months. The West Point Treatment
Plant does not deliver any reclaimed water to offsite locations. If the
Brightwater System is not built, other alternatives for providing
reclaimed water, including multiple satellite facilities, could be
evaluated if and when the demand develops.

Response to Comment I408-130

Water resources that could be affected by project construction and
operation, including those of Snohomish County, are discussed in
Chapter 6 of this Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-131

Groundwater use is described for each of the two alternative plant sites
and along the alternative conveyance corridors. The Final EIS describes
users of groundwater wells including private wells, Group A water
systems, and surface water discharge areas. Groundwater users were
identified from publicly available information and therefore some
privately owned wells that are not contained in the public record may
not be identified in the Final EIS. For additional information, please
refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-132

Systems to convey reclaimed water from the Brightwater Treatment
Plant to users would be constructed as they are needed or as the
opportunity arises. If there is no actual demand for reclaimed water,
then a reclaimed water system would not be built.

Response to Comment I408-133

King County Wastewater Treatment Division (KCWTD) has decided
that no aspect of the Brightwater system will be covered by the Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP).  Instead, Brightwater will comply with the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) through “consultation” under ESA §7.
Thus, the HCP and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit required for Brightwater are not related, and the Final
EIS process for the Brightwater Facility is not tied to the HCP.

The NPDES permit for Brightwater will ensure that discharges from the
plant are consistent with the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) and the
state Water Pollution Control Act (WPCA). The Washington State
Department of Ecology, a state agency delegated to administer the
CWA in place of the federal Environmental Protection Agency, will
issue it. The standards and conditions of the permit are based upon the
federal CWA and the state WPCA. The NPDES permit contains
limitations on discharges, describes methods of testing and schedule for
sampling and other information directly related to the discharges of the
plant. An NPDES permit is a mandatory requirement for a wastewater
treatment facility that discharges to a major water body like Puget
Sound.  

In contrast, the KCWTD HCP is a voluntary, negotiated agreement
between the King County Wastewater Treatment Division and the
federal Services, NOAA Fisheries and US Fish and Wildlife Services,
responsible for enforcement of the Endangered Species Act. An HCP is
not a requirement for any proposed Brightwater system alternative. The
HCP is a programmatic document intended to ensure that KCWTD’s
construction, operations (including discharge of secondary treated
effluent to Puget Sound), and maintenance activities are consistent with
the ESA. In this case, the KCWTD HCP will address up to 29 aquatic
and terrestrial species.
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The list of proposed covered species is subject to change at present. It
will be available for public review and comment during the public
comment period on the draft HCP and the Services’ draft EIS on the
HCP. The final product will likely include an implementation agreement
(IA) or contract to be signed by all parties. Since the negotiations are not
yet complete, and the IA not signed, the HCP must be viewed as
uncertain. The tentative date of completion is mid 2005. 

In §10(a)(2)(B), the ESA states that if an applicant’s HCP meets the
Act’s criteria, then the applicant “shall” receive an incidental take
permit.  The USFWS and NOAA Fisheries have discretion to decide
whether an HCP satisfies the ESA’s criteria. However, when evaluating
a proposed HCP and determining whether to issue an incidental take
permit, they must comply with ESA §7 and §10, NEPA, and certain
tribal trust responsibilities. Under ESA §11(g)(1)(A), the agencies’
compliance with the ESA is subject to review in federal court under the
federal Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. §701-§706).  

The purpose of the HCP is to programmatically address the possible
pathways via which WTD’s activities could potentially “take” listed
species or other species proposed for coverage. The HCP will include
measures to avoid or minimize any such take. Where take is
unavoidable, the HCP will include measures to mitigate the impact of
such take to the maximum extent practicable. The HCP would thus
establish terms and conditions applicable to future facilities
construction. In return, KCWTD would receive an incidental take
permit authorizing limited “take” of covered species in the course of
covered activities.  (Future projects with a federal “nexus,” such as
federal grant funds or requiring a federal permit of some kind, would
still need to undergo consultation under ESA Section 7. It is hoped that
such consultations will be relatively straightforward if the underlying
projects are designed to meet the HCP’s avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation criteria).

The HCP applicant proposes the term of the HCP. There is no federally
mandated term. However, the legislative history of the ESA clearly
demonstrates that Congress amended the ESA in 1982 to include HCPs
specifically to provide non-federal landowners with long-term
assurances that their activities are consistent with the ESA. Thus, a 40-

year term is appropriate for a proposed HCP with the scope and scale of
the proposed KCWTD HCP.

The HCP is not a cumulative impact analysis to “forgive” King County
for injury to species. The very purpose of the HCP is to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate “destruction” and “harm” to species that might
otherwise occur in the course of lawful activities. The HCP will
thoroughly analyze the direct and indirect impacts that KCWTD
proposed activities may have upon listed species and other species
proposed for coverage. Based on that analysis, KCWTD and the
Services will negotiate measures to avoid, minimize and (where
unavoidable) mitigate the effects of those impacts to the maximum
extent practicable. Citizens will have the opportunity to comment on the
draft HCP and the Services’ draft EIS on the HCP. If WTD receives an
incidental take permit but fails to fulfill the HCP, then the Services can
impose sanctions under the ESA, up to and including revocation of any
incidental take permit issued to the County. Also, ESA §11(g) provides
that any person may bring suit to enjoin any other person who is alleged
to be in violation of the ESA. Thus, if the HCP is approved, citizens will
have a powerful tool to ensure that KCWTD properly implements the
HCP.  
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Response to Comment I408-134

An EIS cannot be determined to be adequate or inadequate
until the Final EIS has been published. If the Final EIS is
determined through the legal process to be inadequate, King
County will review the findings and determine at that time
the most appropriate course of action. 

Response to Comment I408-135

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for information on
population forecasts and flow projections. Also, please refer
to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Jurisdictions not in King County’s service area were not
included in the flow projections. The City of Edmonds and
the City of Lynnwood are not in King County’s service area.
However, King County currently operates under a flow
transfer agreement with the City of Edmonds. Please contact
the City of Edmonds and the City of Lynnwood for
information on how they perform capacity analysis and what
their future wastewater capacity needs are. Please refer to
Chapters 1 and 2 of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP) Final EIS for more information on the timeline for
planned facilities under the RWSP. 
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Response to Comment I408-136

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972 and its
amendments regulate surface waters. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has delegated the responsibility of
developing and enforcing water quality standards in
Washington State to the Washington State Department of
Ecology. Washington State Water Quality Standards for
Surface Water Quality are outlined in Chapter 153-201A
WAC. 

Section 304(a) of the Clean Water Act requires EPA to
develop criteria for water quality that accurately reflect the
latest scientific knowledge. Criteria are developed for the
protection of aquatic life as well as human health. These
criteria are recommendations for the states to consider in
setting their water quality standards. As outlined in the EPA’s
Revision of National Recommended Water Quality Criteria
(2002) states and tribes have four options when adopting
water quality criteria for which EPA has published section
304(a) criteria. They can: (1) establish numerical values
based on recommended section 304(a) criteria; (2) adopt
section 304(a) criteria modified to reflect site-specific
conditions; (3) adopt criteria derived using other scientifically
defensible methods; or (4) establish narrative criteria in cases
where numeric criteria cannot be determined. Given that the
state must adopt water quality criteria that protect designated
uses to the level provided by the federal criteria, the two sets
of criteria are considered as similarly protective.

Response to Comment I408-137

King County does not and will not propose conditions in its
own National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permits. These permits are administered through,
and conditions are set by, the Washington State Department
of Ecology.

King County will apply for the NPDES construction
stormwater permit in advance of the commencement of
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construction for the project. The application package will likely be
submitted in 2004 for the chosen system. The NPDES permit for plant
operation will be applied for approximately 2 years in advance of the
completion of construction of the system, to allow adequate time for
permit development before the plant will treating and discharging to
Puget Sound. The Washington State Department of Ecology uses the
project SEPA EIS as a component in the development of the NPDES
permits. 

Response to Comment I408-138

Additional space could be required if effluent regulations become more
stringent. However, the membrane bioreactor produces an effluent with
much higher quality that the current regulations require and would likely
meet future regulatory requirements. If regulatory requirements
increased, no changes would be required at the pump stations, but rather
at the treatment plant as discussed above.

Response to Comment I408-139

The Vashon Treatment Plant is noted in the EIS because it is a King
County wastewater treatment plant. 

Response to Comment I408-140

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-141

King County has decided to use membrane bioreactors (MBRs) for
secondary treatment for the Brightwater plant, regardless of site chosen.
MBRs are a Best Available Technology and combine suspended growth
activated sludge with immersed membrane equipment, with the latter
performing the critical solids/liquid separation function that is
traditionally accomplished using secondary clarifiers. There will be no
secondary clarifiers. MBR technology is different from the existing
treatment plants, which use air activated sludge (South Plant) and high
purity oxygen activated sludge (West Point). Both air activated sludge
and high purity oxygen activated sludge were considered, but not
chosen, for Brightwater. Further detail on the technology evaluation
process can be found in Appendix 3-L, Preliminary Working Draft
Facilities Plan, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-142

Each additional phase of the Brightwater project will not require a
Supplemental EIS. King County intends for the analysis in this EIS to
cover the range of alternatives and probable significant adverse
environmental impacts of the proposal. If there are substantial changes
to the proposal prior to the next phase so that it is likely to have
significant adverse environmental impacts, or if new information
indicates that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse
environmental impacts, then a Supplemental EIS would be prepared,
consistent with SEPA (WAC 197-11-600 (3)(b).

This project is being built in phases to respond efficiently to flow
increases that would accompany forecasted population growth.
Population increases are projected in accordance with the adopted
comprehensive plans of King County, Snohomish County, and the cities
within the Brightwater Service Area. Phasing will allow King County to
provide the additional capacity at the time it is needed rather than
building capacity before it is needed. 

Phasing of project construction is different from phased environmental
review. The SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-440(5)(c)(iii)) state that the
description of alternatives in the EIS shall identify any phases of the
proposal, their timing, and previous or future environmental analysis, if
known. This EIS discusses phased construction of the Brightwater
System to respond to increasing flows, as noted above, and King County
intends for the analysis in this EIS to cover the range of alternatives and
probable significant adverse environmental impacts that would result
from construction of the system. King County will provide additional
information to agencies during the permitting process, as needed.

Phased environmental review is encouraged by the SEPA Rules (WAC
197-11-060(5)) to assist agencies and the public to focus on issues that
are ready for decision and exclude from consideration issues already
decided or not yet ready. Rather than focusing attention narrowly, it
allows agencies to provide the level of environmental review needed to
coincide with meaningful points in their planning and decision making.
The Brightwater EIS incorporates other documents as appropriate,
consistent with the SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-600), in order to avoid
duplicating work that has already been done. For example, the
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Brightwater EIS incorporates earlier programmatic environmental
reviews of planning documents, such as the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan, and the SEPA review conducted prior to adoption of
King County ordinances, such as those adopting the policy site selection
criteria, that preceded the proposal to construct the Brightwater System.
The Brightwater EIS provides additional analysis of the current proposal
consistent with the level of detail available at this time.
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Response to Comment I408-143

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-10, and the response to the City of Seattle,
Comment C10-1.

Snohomish County recognizes the regional policies outlined
by King County that call for the construction of a third
treatment plant in its General Policy Plan. Snohomish County
did not take formal action to adopt the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan (RWSP); however, sewer districts in
Snohomish County that are served by King County and
Snohomish County agencies were involved in wastewater
planning as early as 1992 when the Municipality of
Metropolitan Seattle (Metro) was developing Wastewater
2020 Plus. Agencies participating in Wastewater 2020 Plus
included the Alderwood Water District, the City of Edmonds
Public Services, Snohomish County Community
Development, a Snohomish County councilmember, and the
City of Everett Public Works (Wastewater 2020 Plus:
Summary of Stakeholder Interviews. Prepared for the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle by HDR Engineering,
Inc., Barney and Worth, Inc., and Associated Firms, March
1992).

In 1997, the RWSP Executive’s Advisory Committee met;
the Committee included representatives of Snohomish
County, the City of Everett, the City of Lynnwood, and the
Alderwood Water and Sewer District. A King County
Regional Water Quality Committee  (RWQC) Workshop also
was held in 1997. When the Executive’s Preferred Plan and
Final EIS on the RWSP were issued in 1998, a brochure
summarizing the RWSP was mailed to everyone on the
RWSP mailing list. Public meetings were held in Bothell,
Seattle, and Renton. A total of 126 people attended, and 29 of
them provided comments about the RWSP.

In addition, King County has worked with several
committees over the years to provide information on the
RWSP and discuss concerns. These committees include the
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RWQC, the Citizens’ Water Quality Advisory Committee, and the
Metropolitan Water Pollution Abatement Advisory Committee
(MWPAAC). MWPAAC includes representatives from all local sewer
agencies served by King County, including those in Snohomish County.

Response to Comment I408-144

Under the No Action Alternative, King County would not implement
the part of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan that calls for
construction of a third wastewater treatment plant. Other RWSP
programs and projects would be implemented under the No Action
Alternative. Additional information on the No Action Alternative and its
impacts is provided in Chapters 3 through 17 under No Action
Alternative, and Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action Alternative,
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-145

All potential sites were evaluated appropriately. Please refer to the
response to Comment I408-55 in this letter for siting information.

Response to Comment I408-146

The City of Edmonds Comprehensive Plan was evaluated and discussed
in the context of siting Brightwater facilities within the City’s planning
jurisdiction. The Lynnwood Comprehensive Plan was not discussed
because no Brightwater facilities will be sited within Lynnwood.

Response to Comment I408-147

The comprehensive plans and relevant regulatory policies were
reviewed for King and Snohomish Counties as well as each of the
jurisdictions in which Brightwater facilities could be located. City
jurisdictions include the Cities of Edmonds, Woodway, Shoreline,
Mountlake Terrace, Lake Forest Park, Brier, Kenmore, Bothell, and
Woodinville. These plans and policies are discussed under the Affected
Environment and the Impacts and Mitigation sections in Chapter 11 and
Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-148

It is not clear what is being asked in this question. It appears that King
County is being asked to reference the comprehensive plans and SEPA
reviews for cities in the project area. Comprehensive plans for the
following local agencies were referenced at the end of Draft EIS
Chapter 11: the Cities of Bothell, Brier, Edmonds, Kenmore, Lake
Forest Park, Mountlake Terrace, Shoreline, and Woodinville; the Town
of Woodway; and Snohomish County.

Response to Comment I408-149

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6 and the response to Comment I408-
143 in this letter. 

Response to Comment I408-150

It is not clear what is meant by this comment.

Response to Comment I408-151

The Draft EIS is, under SEPA, a preliminary evaluation. Under SEPA
and in this instance, the Final EIS responds to Draft EIS comments and
contains more detailed information and analysis of the probable
significant impacts of identified Brightwater alternatives, as well as
reasonable mitigation measures. This EIS, upon completion, should
provide the needed SEPA analysis for local project permits and
approvals. It is anticipated that the permit process in various
jurisdictions and with regulatory agencies will require, in some
instances, significant additional analysis and work associated with
preparation of permit applications and the permit review process. 

Response to Comment I408-152

The referenced figure was not intended to provide a detailed comparison
of the wastewater service area boundary and the UGA boundary for the
Maltby/Woodinville area. This level of detail is not required for the EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-153

A map of King County’s wastewater treatment service area,
including the portions of the Alderwood Water and Waste
Water District that are served by King County is available in
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I408-154

Please contact the Alderwood Sewer District regarding the
percentage of their service area that is outside of King
County’s service area and concerning their intended course of
action when their contract with King County expires. 

Response to Comment I408-155

Nearly a decade ago, King County began preparing for the
eventuality that our wastewater treatment system would run
out of capacity by 2010 due to rapid population growth in the
Puget Sound region. In November 1999, as a result of nearly
8 years of planning and study, the King County Council
adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), a
comprehensive 30-year plan to meet our region’s wastewater
treatment needs. The Final EIS for the RWSP can be found
online at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm. The
ordinance adopting the RWSP can also be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

During the planning process, a number of options were
considered to meet our regional wastewater treatment needs,
including a decentralized system that would require the
construction of multiple smaller full-service wastewater
treatment plants. King County found that the option of
multiple small treatment plants was not practical or cost-
effective for core wastewater management needs. For
example, replumbing to direct flows to a number of small-
scale plants would be very difficult and expensive; smaller
plants also have a higher unit cost for treatment than larger
plants.
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When Metro was created in 1958, there were 25 small treatment plants
in operation. A comprehensive sewage and drainage survey conducted
that year by Brown and Caldwell (Brown & Caldwell, 1958)
recommended that Metro adopt a centralized wastewater system to
realize the economy of scale benefits of large treatment plants. This
survey noted that for a metropolitan area, it is economically and
operationally beneficial when sewage from the entire area is delivered to
a single point or a relatively few points for treatment and disposal. In
1985, another study (Lewis & Zimmerman Associates, 1985) to address
how Metro should meet secondary treatment requirements
recommended the system be further centralized, resulting in the two-
regional-plant configuration in use today. For urbanized areas,
centralized wastewater treatment continues to be the norm, as it is much
more cost effective. As an example, the Massachusetts Water Resources
Authority provides wastewater treatment for nearly half the state’s
population through a regional plant configuration. This regional system
provides wastewater treatment to 43 communities in the metropolitan
Boston area.

For information on how King County’s new and current regional
wastewater treatment facilities are paid for please refer to the response
to Comment I408-80 in this letter.

References:

Brown and Caldwell. 1958. Metropolitan Seattle Sewerage and
Drainage Survey. May 19, 1958. Adopted by the Council of the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle on April 22, 1959.

Lewis and Zimmerman Associates. 1985. Residual Solids Management
Analysis. Metro. June 1985.

Response to Comment I408-156

Combined sewer systems only exist within the City of Seattle and the
West Point Treatment Plant serves most of the area. Only a small area in
south Seattle is served by the South Plant in Renton. The Brightwater
Treatment Plant would not receive combined flows.

Response to Comment I408-157

In the 1950’s, Lake Washington was too polluted to swim. Local
residents and elected officials in King and Snohomish counties worked
together to clean it up by building a regional wastewater treatment
system. The Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle was created by public
vote in 1958 to exercise the powers conferred by RCW 35.58 related to
water pollution abatement. The regional wastewater treatment system
was designed and built to follow natural drainage patterns - watersheds,
not political boundaries. The Chapter 2of Final EIS contains a brief
history of the creation of Metro.  

Response to Comment I408-158

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1 and E13-4. 

Response to Comment I408-159

King County combined sewer overflows (CSOs) discharge to the
following water bodies: 

Water Body                 Service area                              Control Status
Lake Union Residential/Lt. Industrial controlled in 2004
Lake Washington Residential controlled in 2005
Puget Sound Residential controlled in 2011
Duwamish River Industrial controlled in 2024
Ship Canal Residential/Lt. Industrial controlled in 2030

Response to Comment I408-160

399. When Metro was first formed, 90 percent of the customer base was
the City of Seattle, and suburban King County made up the remainder.

Response to Comment I408-161

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-155 in this letter. Please
refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for information relating to the history
of wastewater treatment in King County. 
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Response to Comment I408-162

Releases of untreated wastewater into Lake Washington
happen very infrequently and are due mainly to power
failures and other circumstances accompanying
significant storms. Currently, there are no occasions
where treated wastewater is released into the lake
because no treatment systems are located on or with
outfalls to the lake. In the last 10 years (1993–2002),
for example, there have been 21 overflows that reached
Lake Washington. There were 4 years where there were
no overflows and 1 year where there were 7 incidences
(corresponding to two large storms). The volume of
wastewater that has entered the lake from these spills
has varied widely ranging from 2,000 gallons to one
occurrence of 2 million gallons during the big 1997
“New Year’s Storm.” Averaging these volumes,
including that 1997 New Year’s storm, the overflows
for these years were 288,000 gallons per overflow. If
the 1997 New Year’s storm events were not added, the
average flow volume was 204,000 gallons per overflow.
The reasons for the overflows vary. Ten of the 21
events have been because of power outages or damaged
equipment caused by power outages. Five of the
overflows were caused by storm volumes simply
exceeding the capacity of the pump stations. Five were
due to mechanical failures of some sort, some storm-
related and some not. One was caused solely by human
error.  

Regarding treated sewage effluents, the Washington
State Department of Ecology (Ecology), under its
authority granted by the EPA to administer the Clean
Water Act in Washington State evaluates every request
for direct discharge pollutants and grants a permit, with
appropriate limits for such discharges. Ecology also
reviews all facility planning documents to assure that
they conform to industry standards and that they reduce,
to the greatest extent practicable, the discharge of
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pollutants into waters of the United States. The federal Clean Water and
the state Water Pollution Control Act directs that municipal wastewater
should be treated to secondary treatment standards and then can be
discharged into waters of the United States at a rate dependent on the
quality of that surface water. No such discharge may cause the receiving
water body to exceed state Water Quality Standards. Ecology has
undertaken, and does upon every renewal of a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, ‘“reasonable potential
to ’exceed” analysis to confirm that King County’s discharge will not
exceed any water quality standard. The chlorine limits in the permits for
the King County plants are based on that analysis. Based on this
analysis it is not expected that the discharge of the current or any future
wastewater treatment plant will cause degradation of the water quality
of Puget Sound. Therefore, it is considered by federal and state law, that
releasing treated effluent, at the location that are permitted, and at the
rate that is permitted, is the best and most environmentally sound way to
dispose of treated wastewater effluent.

Regarding the release of untreated sewage, while the goal is to build
facilities that will convey and treat all wastewater, there are
circumstances—power outages and mechanical failures, extreme storm
events—that can make it possible for sewage to be discharged untreated.
While certain site-specific overflows may never be able to be avoided in
severe weather or hazardous conditions, King County has instituted
operating policies that addresses the management of wastewater on a
system-wide basis in extreme weather or circumstances. These policies
are based on a few basic principles: that human health must be protected
and that aquatic health must be considered in flow relief decisions.
Based on these principles, a general outline of the system operating
policies is as follows:

1) In all cases, storage will be used to avoid overflows.
2) If storage alone is not enough for the West Section (that flow that is

directed to West Point), the next strategy, if available, is to utilize
interconnections with the East Section (flow directed to South Plant)
to avoid overflows.

3) If storage and flow sharing with the East Section is not enough to
address flows, or is not available, interconnections with Edmonds
may be used.

4) If storage and flow sharing with East and Edmonds is not enough,
additional discharges from Carkeek and Alki would be used.

5) If all of the above are utilized and additional flows must be
addressed, overflows may occur to highly mixed waters only
(marine waters).

6) If all of the above are utilized and additional flows must be
addressed, overflow may then occur into quiescent waters (Lake
Washington, Ship Canal).

As these operating policies outline, every effort is made to use the
capacity of the whole collector and treatment system first. If the
system’s capacity is exceeded, discharge to Puget Sound is then the
next, most protective choice to avoid adverse effects on human and
aquatic health. This is because the Puget Sound offers the greatest
potential for dilution of the wastewater and movement away from areas
of human contact and sensitive wildlife life stages. Discharge to
freshwaters, which are more quiescent and have longer resonance times
are poorer choices for protecting against human contact and present a
greater potential for aquatic life contact with the waste pollutants.
Therefore, in the case where discharge of untreated sewage must occur,
the Puget Sound is thought to be the most environmentally acceptable
alternative. 

King County has a fairly aggressive combined sewer overflow (CSO)
control program underway. Since the 1988 CSO Control Plan, the
County has spent $68 million on CSO control, with another $220
million worth of projects currently underway. Another 21 projects are
scheduled. When CSO control is completed the County will have
spent$638 million (in 2002 dollars), or an average of  $15 million per
year. As Brightwater will not treat combined flows, there is no The
County estimates that it will take until 2030 and an additional $350
million (in 2002 dollars) to complete CSO control. Total cost for CSO
control at that time will have been $638 million (in 2002 dollars).

CSO is dilute wastewater for which there is no room in the current
system. CSO does not use capacity needed for base sanitary flows. CSO
control methods will either hold and store the combined flows in offline
facilities until the storm passes and there is again room in pipelines, or
will provide CSO treatment to those flows and discharge them at that



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 2013

site. Only sewer separation removes stormwater from the conveyance
system. Sewer separation as a CSO control method has gone out of
favor due to concerns about stormwater quality and high cost. 

Response to Comment I408-163

King County effluent discharge will comply with all Water Quality
Standards and criteria established by the Washington State Department
of Ecology.  These standards have been demonstrated to be protective of
aquatic animal health. King County is also coordinating with National
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to assess potential impacts to listed
species, including those that in habit Puget Sound.

Response to Comment I408-164

The following water bodies are receiving CSOs: Lake Washington,
Lake Union, the Ship Canal, the Duwamish River, and Elliott Bay, in
addition to the Puget Sound.

Response to Comment I408-165

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), which identified the
need for Brightwater and other wastewater improvement projects across
the region, outlined a plan for a Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO)
program to reduce overflows and discharges when the sewers reach
capacity. For updated information about King County’s CSO program,
including the status of CSO project construction, please refer to the
RWSP progress reports in the library section of the RWSP Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/rwsp.htm. 

Information on the CSO program can also be found in Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS and on King County’s CSO Control Program Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/cso/index.htm. King County will continue to
implement its adopted CSO Control Program; however, implementation
of CSO controls alone as identified in the CSO Control Plan would not
be sufficient to eliminate the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment I408-166

King County owns all large pipes, such as trunks and interceptors that
lead directly to the treatment plants. Theses large pipes collect

wastewater from a network of smaller pipes that are owned, operated,
and maintained by 33 cities or districts in the King County Service
Area. For more information on King County’s wastewater treatment
system please refer to the Wastewater Treatment Division home page at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/.

Response to Comment I408-167

King County charges its Component Agencies by RCE (Residential
Customer Equivalent). For example, the charge for individual
customers—single-family, multifamily, commercial, or industrial—in
the City of Seattle is based on water consumption, which is converted
into RCEs by dividing the monthly water consumption by 750 cubic
feet. Other King County component agencies outside the City of Seattle
that do not measure residential water use, count each single-family
house and charge them as one RCE; multifamily, commercial, and
industrial customers typically have monthly water consumption by
dividing by 750 cubic feet.

Response to Comment I408-168

The service agreements between local sewer agencies and King County
terminate on July 1, 2036, with the exception of Washington State Parks
and Recreation Commission ending on July 1, 2016, Shorewood
Apartments ending on June 27, 2011, and The City of Carnation ending
on July 1, 2056. For copies of the service agreements between local
agencies and King County, please contact the Brightwater project team
at brighwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I408-169

Cross Valley Water District is listed as the local wastewater service
provider in Chapter 17 under the Route 9 Site discussion in the Draft
EIS. The Cross Valley Wastewater District is also discussed in Chapter
17 of the Final EIS under the Affected Environment: Route 9 System
discussion. King County will coordinate with the Cross Valley Water
District regarding any system disruptions or relocations associated with
the Brightwater project.
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Response to Comment I408-170

Population and employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to calculate
wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-171

In the West Point collection system, trunks and interceptors were sized
to convey a large amount of stormwater from the combined sewer
system. These large pipes originally discharged directly to the
Duwamish River, Elliott Bay, or Puget Sound. When Metro was formed,
regulators were put at the ends of these large trunk lines to regulate flow
to the new interceptors, which conveyed flow, for the West Point
Treatment Plant. These regulators (sluice gates) allow combined
wastewater to back up behind the gates and use any available storage in
the trunks that would not otherwise be used. The total volume of space
in the King County pipes (above the dry-weather flow level) for use in
conveying and storing wastewater is approximately 53 million gallons.
In addition to this in-line storage, 4 million gallons of storage was
constructed at the Logboom Regulator at the north end of Lake
Washington. Six million gallons of storage is being constructed at the
North Creek Pump Station to further enable King County to manage
peak flows in the north end. The Mercer Tunnel has about 7 million
gallons of storage and will be online in 2004 or 2005. The Henderson
Street Tunnel will have about 4 million gallons of storage capacity and
will also be online in about 2005.

In the South Plant conveyance system, there are no regulators or storage
facilities. Pipes are sized to accommodate the 20-year peak flow. Once a
pipe is constructed (e.g., the South Interceptor parallel), there is some
usable storage in the pipe during storms smaller than a 20-year event
and in 20-year events in the near future (prior to the design year for the
peak flow). For example, a pipe sized for a 20-year peak flow at
“saturation” will have extra capacity in a 20-year peak event prior to
saturation conditions. This storage in the South Interceptor can be
utilized by restricting flow to the South Plant by partially closing the
plant influent gates. This storage is used to smooth out the flow to the
secondary treatment process, and allow more of the flow to receive

secondary treatment than would otherwise be possible. For maintenance
at any of the pipes or pump stations, flows may be restricted during dry
weather to allow work to be done on downstream conveyance facilities.
Storage times and available storage volumes depend on the time of day,
flow rates, time of year (infiltration rates), etc. However, no pipes in the
South Plant conveyance system have been specifically sized to provide
storage during peak flows, and no offline storage facilities have been
constructed in the South Treatment Plant system. 

Response to Comment I408-172

King County currently uses gaseous chlorine at both the West Point and
South Treatment Plants and ultraviolet (UV) disinfection at the Vashon
Treatment Plant. King County is currently considering disinfection
alternatives, such as sodium hypochlorite, at both the West Point and
South plants.
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Response to Comment I408-173

Approximately 99 percent of the suspended solids would
remain after enhanced secondary treatment with the
membrane bioreactor. This percentage would be lower
(approximately 85 percent biochemical oxygen demand
[BOD] removal and 91 percent total suspended solids [TSS]
removal) when the MBR effluent is blended with the
ballasted sedimentation effluent, but still within NPDES
permit limits. The blending would only occur infrequently
during wet weather events.

The primary compounds remaining in the membrane
bioreactor effluent would be 2 mg/L BOD and 2 mg/L TSS.
In the membrane bioreactor effluent combined with the
ballasted sedimentation effluent the primary compounds
remaining would be 27 mgd/L BOD and 16 mg/L TSS. For
additional information please refer to Appendix 3-L,
Preliminary Working Draft Facilities Plan, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-174

Impacts from the outfall diffuser on local habitat are
discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-175

SEPA states that the lead agency shall prepare its threshold
determination and EIS, if required, at the earliest possible
point in the planning and decision-making process, when the
principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts
can be reasonably identified. In the Draft EIS, King County
identified the principal features of the proposal, whether it is
constructed at the Unocal site or the Route 9 site. The
proposed type of treatment plant and the specific processes
are described in detail in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. The proposed treatment
process consists of a split flow membrane bioreactor (MBR)
process.
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Response to Comment I408-176

King County is making an extensive and significant effort to provide
public information and involve the community to solicit comments and
suggestions regarding the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment I408-177

The following solids treatment technologies were evaluated for possible
inclusion in the Brightwater Treatment Plant: 

• Solids Thickening Processes: gravity thickeners, gravity belt
thickeners, rotary drum thickeners, dissolved air flotation
thickeners, and centrifuge thickeners 

• Stabilization Processes: conventional anaerobic digestion,
thermophilic anaerobic digestion, thermophilic-mesophilic
anaerobic digestion, acid/gas-phase anaerobic digestion,
recuperative thickening anaerobic digestion, sludge lagoons, thermal
hydrolysis anaerobic digestion, sonics anaerobic digestion,
conventional aerobic digestion, dual [aerobic/anaerobic] digestion,
autothermal thermophilic aerobic dual digestion, vertad dual
digestion, alkaline stabilization, composting, wet air oxidation, and
thermal destruction [incineration, pyrolysis] 

• Dewatering and Drying Processes: belt filter presses, centrifuges,
screw presses, rotary presses, pressure filters, raw solids thermal
drying, digested solids thermal drying, and solids drying beds

Response to Comment I408-178

For information on King County’s Wastewater Treatment Division
programs, please refer to the Wastewater Treatment Division’s Web site
at: http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/.

Response to Comment I408-179

Overflow at uncontrolled sites currently receives no treatment. These
sites are as follows:

Water Body Planned date of control
Lake Union controlled in 2004

Dexter CSO
Lake Washington controlled in 2005

Henderson/MLK
Puget Sound controlled in 2011

Barton CSO
Murray CSO
North Beach CSO
Magnolia CSO

Elliott Bay
Denny controlled in 2004
King St. CSO controlled in 2026

Duwamish River controlled in 2027
8th S.
Brandon
Chelan
Connecticut
Hanford #1
Hanford #2
Lander
Michigan
Michigan, W.
Norfolk controlled in 2005
Terminal 115

Ship Canal controlled in 2030
3rd Ave. W.
11th Ave NW
Ballard
Mountlake controlled in 2015
University controlled in 2015

After control regulation allows one untreated overflow per year on
average at each site. Whether a site is designed to have that one
untreated discharge or not varies with the site and the cost effectiveness
of additional control.

Combined sewer overflows (CSOs) occur only in areas of the system
that were originally designed to carry stormwater as well as sanitary
sewage. Within the King County system, these areas are in the older
parts of Seattle. If there is not sufficient capacity in the pipes to convey
these flows to West Point, excess flows will be diverted into a CSO
treatment plant. If the storage capacity of these facilities is exceeded,
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excess flow is screened, receives primary treatment (physical settling)
and disinfection, and then is discharged. As soon as there is again room
in the pipes, CSO treatment is discontinued and flows (including
captured solids from CSO treatment) are transferred again to West
Point.

Secondary treatment adds a second, more complex, level of treatment to
primary treatment. In secondary treatment, naturally occurring
microorganisms are fostered to consume organic material, cleansing the
wastewater. Secondary treatment facilities require significantly more
land than exists at the CSO plant sites. Because the organisms of
secondary treatment are a living system, they cannot be turned on and
off to respond to high flows such as are found in combined systems.
Secondary treatment is not an effective technology for the peak flows
that must be managed in CSO treatment.

Response to Comment I408-180

The basic Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology)
requirements for this plant are that it provides secondary treatment or
better for all flows. Secondary treatment is defined as 30 mg/L
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and 30 mg/L suspended solids or
85 percent removal of BOD and suspended solids, whichever is more
stringent on a maximum monthly basis and 45/45 on a maximum
weekly basis. King County estimates that the effluent TSS and BOD
from Brightwater would be 2 mg/L, please refer to Appendix 3-A
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more
information. Discharge of untreated wastewater is not allowed except
during emergency conditions and each occurrence would require a
report to Ecology. 

Response to Comment I408-181

The Washington State Department of Ecology sets the regulatory
definition for “control.” They define it as no more than one untreated
overflow per site per year on average. King County will meet that
definition, and, on a case-by-case basis, may control to a higher
standard.

Response to Comment I408-182

The Washington State Department of Ecology sets the regulatory
definition for “control.” They define it as that no more than one
untreated overflow may occur per site per year on average. King County
will meet that definition and, on a case-by-case basis, may control to a
higher standard.

Existing facilities will be supplemented with storage and or treatment
units to achieve combined sewer overflow (CSO) control. Two major
storage/treatment projects are currently under way—Denny and
Henderson/MLK/Norfolk—and 21 more projects will be done by 2030
to complete control. One of those projects is an upgrade of treatment
facilities at West Point if needed to better manage captured CSO that is
transferred to the plant for treatment.

For information on the control of CSOs outside of King County’s
jurisdiction please contact the appropriate jurisdiction directly. The
majority of CSOs in King County’s service area are maintained by
either King County or the City of Seattle. The City of Seattle separately
manages 113 CSOs. The City has recently amended its CSO control
plan to do several additional control projects. For information on
Seattle’s program refer to
http://www.ci.seattle.wa.us/util/CSOPlan/default.htm or call 206-233-
5044.

Areas not meeting CSO standards:

Water Body                    Service area                       Control Status
Lake Union Residential/Lt Industrial controlled in 2004

Dexter CSO
Lake Washington Residential controlled in 2005

Henderson/MLK
Puget Sound Residential controlled in 2011

Barton CSO
Murray CSO
North Beach CSO
Magnolia CSO

Elliott Bay
Denny Residential/Lt Industrial controlled in 2004
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King St. CSO Commercial controlled in 2026
Duwamish River Industrial controlled in 2027

8th S.
Brandon
Chelan

Connecticut
Hanford #1
Hanford #2
Lander
Michigan
Michigan, W.
Norfolk controlled in 2005
Terminal 115

Ship Canal Residential/Lt Industrial  controlled in 2030
3rd Ave. W.
11th Ave NW
Ballard
Mountlake controlled in 2015
University controlled in 2015

King County plans to employ some combination of storage and
treatment for all remaining CSO. These approaches will be re-evaluated
in each CSO Plan Update, and in project predesign, to identify if any
changed information or new technologies suggest a more cost-effective
approach can be taken. 

Response to Comment I408-183

Please refer to the response to Just the Facts, Comment O19-19, for
information on future capacity needs.

Response to Comment I408-184

In eastern Washington, King County currently works with more than
130 farmers who are applying Class B cake successfully and safely. The
size of the potential market for Class A biosolids is not known but is
presumed to be much larger, since Class A biosolids would provide the
same benefits (nutrients and organic matter), but eliminate restrictions
on crops, public access, monitoring and site permitting.

The size of potential market is not known; however, several Class A

biosolids products for home landscaping are successfully marketed in
the Puget Sound area.

To reach a Class A level of pathogen reduction, the biosolids can be
treated with one of the following processes: composting, heat drying,
thermophilic aerobic digestion, beta ray irradiation, gamma ray
irradiation, or pasteurization. Please refer to the state biosolids rule,
WAC 173-308-170, Pathogen Reduction.

Biosolids are specifically excluded from use on certified organic
products. Please refer to the federal rule that established the National
Organic Program, 7 CFR Part 205,
http://www.ams.usda.gov/nop/NOP/standards/FullRegTextOnly.html.

No crops are specifically excluded. However, if Class B biosolids are to
be applied, there are site restrictions that relate to the type of crop being
grown. For example, food crops with harvested parts that touch the
biosolids/soil mixture cannot be harvested for 14 months after
application of biosolids. If the harvested parts are below the land
surface, the waiting period is from 20 to 38 months. Other restrictions
for Class B biosolids include a 30-day waiting period before animals
may be grazed on the land or a 1-year waiting period for harvesting of
turf grasses. For all crops, and both Class A and Class B biosolids, the
application rate must be agronomic; that is, the amount of nitrogen
applied must match the needs of the crop. 

The EPA under the 1993 Federal Sewage Sludge Standards, 40 CFR
(Code of Federal Regulations) Part 503, regulates them. These standards
were promulgated under Sections 405 and 406 of the Clean Water Act.

The Washington State Department of Ecology regulates biosolids
management under a statewide general permit. This permit implements
the standards of the state’s biosolids rule, Chapter 173-308 WAC-
Biosolids Management. Please refer to also the state enabling
legislation, Chapter 70.95J RCW, Municipal Sewage Sludge-Biosolids.

Reference:

September 1994. A Plain English Guide to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) Part 503 Biosolids Rule. US EPA Office of
Wastewater Management, Washington, D.C. EPA/832/R-93/003.
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Response to Comment I408-185

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-88. 

Response to Comment I408-186

King County provides conveyance and wastewater
treatment services to 33 agencies that maintain and operate
their own wastewater collection systems. Of the total
infiltration and inflow (I/I) generated in the entire system
(King County and local agencies), 5 percent is introduced
within the County’s conveyance system. I/I is a
combination of both stormwater and groundwater that finds
its way into the collection system. As the amount of I/I can
vary as storm events vary, it is expressed in a percentage of
the total flow or volume.

King County in cooperation with local agencies measured
I/I between November 1, 2001, and January 15, 2002.
During that period, ten significant storms were recorded.
The average 72-hour total I/I volume per storm was 250
million gallons.

Most of the wastewater service agreements with local
agencies are long-term agreements that were established in
the 1960s and will expire in 2036. These agreements
essentially allow for 1,100 gallons per acre per day of I/I
from local sewers constructed after 1961, but prohibit any
County-imposed penalty for I/I from sewers constructed
earlier.

Ultimately, local agencies and jurisdictions are being held
responsible for their I/I. Through sewer rates, each agency
pays for conveyance and treatment facilities designed and
built by King County. King County’s I/I program will
investigate if I/I reduction is less expensive than the cost of
building additional capital facilities.

King County’s I/I program in cooperation with local
agencies will determine what amount of I/I reduction is
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cost-effective. The information will be incorporated into a regional plan
for the future control of I/I. The current King County regional I/I
program began in January 2000 and will be completed in 2005. The
extent that the plan would reduce I/I is still undefined and would be
based largely on what is a cost-effective and best benefit the region.

Response to Comment I408-187

As part of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan, King County began
the comprehensive 6 year Regional Infiltration and Inflow (I/I) Control
Program to identify sources of I/I into local sewer systems. The study is
based on a cooperative partnership between King County and the 33
local agencies serving area in King County and portions of Snohomish
County. The primary goal of the program is to define current levels of
I/I within each local agency, determine how much I/I is cost effective to
remove, and develop a plan for the long-term control of increased I/I
into the service area and regional system. 

Please refer to the response to Just the Facts, Comment O19-19. 

Response to Comment I408-188

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-155 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-189

The King County Industrial Waste Program (IWP) is a regulatory
program that applies to all non-domestic users of the King County
wastewater system, including industries, commercial businesses,
institutions, and government agencies. The basis of the program is
recognition that wastewater treatment plants are designed to treat human
waste and wastes compatible with human wastes, and that the best way
to manage incompatible wastes is to prevent them from entering the
system in the first place. The objectives of the King County Industrial
Waste Program are (1)to prevent the introduction of pollutants into the
collection system that will interfere with the operations of the treatment
plant or expose workers and the public to harmful substances, (2)to
prevent the introduction of pollutants into the sewage system that would
pass through the treatment plants into Puget Sound or into the biosolids,
and (3) to improve the opportunities to recycle and reclaim biosolids
and wastewater.

The Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 403.8) requires all publicly
owned treatment plants of 5 mgd or more and receiving industrial waste
to have a federally approved pretreatment program. The Industrial
Waste Program meets those requirements and has been approved by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the State Department of
Ecology. Specific requirements of the Industrial Waste Program are
found in Title 28 of the King County Code and in King County Public
Rules PUT 8-12, 8-13, 8-14, and 8-15. In addition, the EPA has
delegated authority to King County to enforce general pretreatment
regulations in 40 CFR part 403 and the pretreatment standards for
specific sources found in 40 CFR Subchapter N. The Department of
Ecology performs a Pretreatment Compliance Inspection of the
Industrial Waste Program annually and an audit every 5 years. The
elements of the Industrial Waste Program are:

1. Discharge Limits. King County enforces two types of discharge
limits: Local Limits (discharge standards), specific to the King
County system and designed to prevent pass through of pollutants
into Puget Sound or the biosolids, and federal categorical limits.
(Federal regulations require more than 20 different categories of
industry to meet specific discharge standards.)   

2. Permits and authorizations. Federal regulations require King County
to issue permits to significant industrial users, those industries that
discharge more than 25,000 gpd and/or are in federal categories. In
addition, King County goes beyond the federal requirement and
issues discharge authorizations to companies with less than 25,000
gpd that are not categorical. Permits have more comprehensive
requirements than discharge authorizations. 

3. Monitoring and inspecting. King County staff monitors the
discharges of all permitted companies at least twice per year and
requires them to self-monitor their discharge, sometimes as often as
once per day. Companies with discharge authorizations, rather than
permits, are monitored less often, but many are still required to self-
monitor their discharge. If a company with a discharge authorization
violates local limits, King County may require them to obtain a
permit and be monitored more often. Industrial Waste staff inspects
all permitted companies at least once per year and companies with
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discharge authorizations at least once every 5 years.

4. Enforcement. King County has authority to take enforcement
actions against dischargers that violate their limits or other permit
conditions. Monetary penalties of up to $10,000 per day are possible
as well as compliance schedules. The severity of enforcement action
to be taken is determined by King County’s Enforcement Response
Plan (KC Public Rule PUT 8-12). Twice annually, King County
advertises in the Seattle Times a list of companies with violations.

5. Awards and Recognition Program. To encourage voluntary
compliance, King County gives plaques and/or certificates to
companies that consistently comply with regulations or take actions
beyond the basic requirements. Award winners are advertised
annually in the Seattle Times.

6. Special programs for industry groups. Industrial waste staff has
developed programs specific to dentists, hospitals, shipyards and
boatyards, and other groups. These programs included research on
treatment methods and development of best management
requirements.

7. Technical Assistance and outreach. To assist businesses in
complying with Industrial Waste Regulations, Industrial Waste staff
host informational workshops, publish a quarterly newsletter,
provide Fact Sheets, and maintain a Web site with downloadable
forms and information on permitting and discharge limits. 

8. Key Manhole monitoring. Industrial Waste staff monitor pollutant
levels throughout the collection system. Samples of wastewater are
collected 2 weeks each year at a number of pump stations,
interceptors, and “key” manholes strategically located throughout
the system. Each sampling station is monitored continuously for 1
week during the wet weather season (November through April) and
for 1 week during the dry weather season (May through October).
When heavy metal and other pollutants are detected at unusually
high concentrations, additional samples are taken throughout the
system. Staff often can determine the direction the pollutant is
coming from, track the discharge to its source, and take corrective
action. Treatment plant staff samples the influent at both West Point

and South Plant daily. Industrial Waste staff uses this monitoring
data in connection with the key manhole data to identify and track
discharges.

General pretreatment standards, found in 40 CFR part 403, include
general prohibitions against introducing any pollutant that would pass
through the treatment plant or interfere with the operation of the
treatment plant and specific prohibitions covering specific pollutants,
such as those which cause explosivity, corrosive structural damage
(such as low pH), obstruction, excess biological oxygen demand, excess
heat, and toxicity.

General pretreatment standards also include requirements for self-
monitoring, Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) monitoring
(i.e., monitoring by King County), inspecting, and permitting. The
standards define when a violation occurs and what type of violations put
a discharger in “significant noncompliance.” King County’s local
discharge limits and other industrial waste regulations found in Chapter
28 of the King County Code constitute general pretreatment standards.
National pretreatment standards for categorical industries, found in 40
CFR Subchapter N, specify quantities or concentrations of pollutants
that may be discharged to a sewer system from specific categories of
industries. The EPA has promulgated such standards for more than 20
industrial categories. King County’s local limits are stricter than
National Pretreatment standards for several contaminants. In those
cases, the industrial users must meet King County’s stricter limits rather
than the National Pretreatment standards.

Enforcement is applied according to guidelines published in King
County’s Enforcement Response Plan, King County Public Rule 8-12.
The Enforcement Response Plan describes four types of violations:
discharge violations, permit violations, observable violations such as
discharging to a manhole without permission, and reporting violations.
The Enforcement Response Plan describes escalating enforcement
actions starting with Notices of Violations and escalating through
increased self-monitoring requirements, compliance orders, monetary
penalties, permit suspension, permit revocation, and emergency
suspensions. The level of enforcement taken including the amount of
any monetary penalties is based on a number of factors including but not
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limited to severity and duration of the violation, potential for company’s
waste to cause a problem, discharge history including repeat violations,
potential for waste to cause harm, and significant noncompliance status.

The IWP applies to sanitary sewer systems. It does not apply to surface
water systems.

King County’s IWP applies equally to all dischargers throughout its
service area, in both King and Snohomish counties. Areas of Snohomish
County that are not included in King County’s service area, such as
Everett and Mukilteo, are governed by industrial waste programs run by
either the Department of Ecology or (in the case of Everett and
Lynnwood) another delegated agency. Such programs will be similar to
King County’s in that all pretreatment programs must meet basic
minimum federal regulations of both general pretreatment standards and
national pretreatment standards for categorical companies. Optional
items, such as discharge authorizations for companies that do not
require permits, key manhole monitoring programs, programs for
dentists and hospitals, technical assistance and outreach, and specifics of
an enforcement response plan, may differ. 

2002 was a fairly typical year. In that year, IWP issued 24 permits, 75
Discharge Authorizations, and 119 Letters of Authorizations (Letters of
Authorization are generally issued for short periods of time). Permits
and Discharge Authorizations are good for five years. In 2002, we had
138 permits in effect and 293 Discharge Authorizations. We monitored
131 permits (not all companies with permits actually discharged) and 22
Discharge Authorizations. Our ordinance requires us to monitor all
permitted companies that discharge twice a year and we met those
requirements. 

In the last 10 years, the number of permits has remained relatively stable
in the 140–150 range. The number of discharge authorizations, however,
has increased. In 1993, the IWP had 265 Discharge Authorizations in
effect. In 2002 they had 293 Discharge Authorizations in effect. In
2002, King County had a total of 138 permits in effect, 76 in the South
Plant system, 60 in the West Point Plant system, and 2 in the Vashon
system. There were also 293 Discharge Authorizations in effect, 133 in
the South Plant system, and 160 in the West Point Plant system.

Metals levels in King County biosolids are the best measure of the
pretreatment program’s success. (Many metals are below detection
levels in both influent and effluent.)   The following table shows the
decline in heavy metals since the EPA approved the Industrial Waste
Program in 1981:
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Heavy Metals in King County biosolids EPA Standard
South Plant
mg/kg 

West Point Plant 
mg/kg 

Exceptional
Quality mg/kg

1988 2002 1981 2002
Arsenic 8.3 7.41 6.5 6.94 41
Cadmium 11.88 4.1 51.05 5.1 39
Chromium 115.80 40.2 462.31 48.1 1200
Copper 743.50 601.4 1180.19 525.6 1500
Lead 130.90 40.1 843.65 119.0 300
Mercury 4.40 2.16 3.97 2.50 17
Molybdenum 14.3 11.7 NA
Nickel 45.40 22.7 164.95 34.7 420
Selenium 9.2 6.7 36
Zinc 950 780.3 1607.24 867.4 2800

Most significant are declines in cadmium and chromium due to pollution prevention in the aircraft industry following promulgation and enforcement of
pretreatment standards. These declines were accomplished while the industry was growing.
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King County believes that only a very small percentage of industrial
users who should have permits have escaped detection and all of those
are very low volume dischargers. 

The method of finding industrial users involves three steps:

1. Searching a commercially purchased database (Harris Info Source)
by business type and Standard Industrial Classification codes for
companies likely to have discharges to the sewer;

2. Mailing a written survey to all potential dischargers to generate
information about water and chemical use, drains, and
manufacturing activities; and 

3. Analyzing survey responses and following up with inspections of
likely dischargers. King County inspects all businesses that do not
reply to the survey in addition to those whose responses indicate
they may have a discharge. 

In addition to this direct method, there are two indirect methods of
finding companies not identified through the survey:

1. Reviewing monitoring data at key manholes throughout our system
and doing source tracing when contaminant levels are higher than
expected; and

2. Responding to citizen complaints including complaints by
competitors.

Pollutants commonly found in the influent, effluent, and biosolids of
King County’s treatment plants are not at high enough concentrations to
be classified as “hazardous wastes.” King County can, however, address
the quantities of pollutants present in the waste stream.

King County does twice-yearly intensive sampling at both the West
Point and South Plant treatment plants, once in the wet season and once
in the dry season. Samples are taken for 1 day at West Point and 3 days
at South Plant. Summaries of some of the data from the years 1991-
2001 at West Point are presented in the table below. These sampling
events are designed to identify compounds present in the waste streams,
not to calculate treatment efficiencies - they do not necessarily follow a
parcel of wastewater through the treatment process. The data do present
a snapshot of what was happening at the plants on the days sampled. 

As the tables show, some organic compounds are almost always
“removed” or degraded by the treatment process, but all metals that
enter the treatment plant via the influent end up either in the biosolids or
the effluent. For this reason, the Industrial Waste Program pays
particular attention to metals in their monitoring and enforcement.

Average concentration (mg/L) of West Point Metals (influent,
effluent, and digested biosolids) 1999-2001
Element Influent Effluent Digested

biosolids
Aluminum, Total, ICP 1.213 0.193 391
Antimony, Total, ICP <0.03 <0.03 <0.3
Barium, Total, ICP 0.030 0.008 7.45
Cadmium, Total, ICP <0.003 <0.003 0.141
Calcium, Total, ICP 20.85 18.625 596
Chromium, Total, ICP <0.005 <0.005 1.18
Copper, Total, ICP 0.061 0.017 13.45
Iron, Total, ICP 1.453 0.225 442
Lead, Total, ICP <0.03 <0.03 3.61
Magnesium, Total, ICP 15.3 14.0 149
Manganese, Total, ICP 0.109 0.054 22.40
Mercury, Total, CVAA <0.0002 <0.0002 0.052
Molybdenum, Total, ICP <0.02 <0.02 0.218
Nickel, Total, ICP <0.02 <0.02 0.905
Potassium, Total, ICP 13.43 10.05 210
Silver, Total, ICP 0.007 <0.004 1.233
Sodium, Total, ICP 107 86.15 149
Zinc, Total, ICP 0.112 0.044 21.07
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Avg. Conc. (µg/L) of West Point Chemical Compounds (influent,
effluent, and digested sludge)  1999-2001
Chemical Compound Influent Effluent Digested

biosolids
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1.97 0.88 37.08
2-Butanone (MEK) <11.67 <5 <81.25
2-Methylnaphthalene 1.54 <1.6 60.37
4,4'-DDD <0.044 <0.044 <0.23
4-Chloroaniline <2.0 <2.0 102.98
4-Methylphenol 28.95 <0.97 20.58
Acenaphthene <0.39 <0.39 19.12
Acenaphthylene <0.58 <0.59 <4
Acetone 99.88 21.48 59.20
Anthracene <0.58 <0.59 14.32
Benzo(a)anthracene <0.58 <0.59 18.08
Benzo(a)pyrene <0.97 <0.97 24.43
Benzo(b)fluoranthene <1.5 <1.6 21.03
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene <0.97 <0.97 10.05
Benzo(k)fluoranthene <1.5 <1.6 9.70
Benzoic Acid 93.38 <3.9 42.58
Benzyl Alcohol 28.66 <0.97 <6.67
Benzyl Butyl Phthalate 1.85 <0.59 <4
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 15.54 2.57 618.00
Carbazole <0.97 <0.97 <6.67
Carbon Disulfide 3.59 <1 <16.25
Chloroform 2.99 (A) 3.78 <16.25
Chrysene <0.58 <0.59 22.63
Diethyl Phthalate 5.19 <0.97 <6.67
Dimethyl Phthalate <0.39 <0.39 <2.67
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate <0.97 <0.97 <6.67
Endrin Aldehyde <0.044 <0.044 <0.23
Fluoranthene <0.58 <0.59 42.70
Fluorene <0.58 <0.59 10.94
Indeno(1,2,3-Cd)Pyrene <0.97 <0.97 12.57
Methylene Chloride 3.57 2.04 <16.25

Naphthalene <1.5 <1.6 52.65
Phenanthrene 0.59 <0.59 69.13
Phenol 13.32 <3.9 181.03
Pyrene <0.58 <0.59 50.37
Styrene <2.33 <1 <16.25
Tetrachloroethylene <2.33 <1 <16.25
Toluene 2.94 <1 <16.25
Total Xylenes <2.33 <1 <16.25
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Response to Comment I408-190

There is no liquid scrubber processes associated with energy
generated proposed for the Brightwater Treatment Plant. At
Brightwater, the co-generation facility would contain gas
turbines, and/or reciprocating engines, and/or fuel cells that
would provide electrical power using digester gas and natural
gas as the fuel sources. 

Response to Comment I408-191

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter
for more information on cost comparisons.

Response to Comment I408-192

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) was
developed to be consistent with the King County
Comprehensive Plan (KCCP) and to ensure that wastewater
facilities were available to serve growth in the multiple cities
included in King County’s service area. Local comprehensive
plans designate the proposed general distribution, general
location, and extent of land uses, including population
densities, building intensities, and estimates of future
population growth. These plans also outline the general
location, proposed location, and capacity of all existing and
proposed utilities (RCW 36.70A.070). The result is that,
under the Washington State Growth Management Act
(GMA), state-generated population projections drive local
land use planning processes; those processes control the
location and type of new development, which in turn dictate
the general location and size of wastewater treatment
facilities as well as other utilities. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS
has been revised to include a more detailed discussion of the
RWSP, how it fits within the broader planning context under
GMA mandates, and its relationship to local land use plans
and policies. 
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Response to Comment I408-193

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment I408-194

No King County development activities are proposed in New York.

Response to Comment I408-195

The population and employment numbers used in developing the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) were provided by the
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC). These forecasts, which were
adopted by the PSRC in 1995, were based on the 1990 U.S. census data. 

The PSRC forecasts are in line with the Office of Financial
Management (OFM) forecasts, but they are not identical. OFM is the
official source for population forecasts under the Growth Management
Act (GMA) while PSRC is mandated, through federal and state
guidelines and its interlocal agreements with member jurisdictions, to
conduct demographic forecasting. The PSRC population and
employment projections do not supersede OFM projections, rather the
PSRC uses the OFM forecasts in its models, and then uses additional
national and regional economic factors to derive the PSRC forecasts.
The PSRC forecasts are used primarily in travel demand models for
transportation planning. The PSRC regional forecasts and the OFM
population forecasts for King, Snohomish, Pierce, and Kitsap Counties
are very consistent.

In the development of the RWSP, King County used PSRC’s forecasts
from 1990 through 2020. King County applied a linear trend function to
these forecasts to determine the 2050 population and employment
forecasts. This method essentially assumes that growth will continue at
the same rate until 2050, at which time the area would reach saturation
for wastewater services. 

The residential, commercial, and industrial employment growth trends
in King County’s wastewater service area are provided Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS. Details on growth
forecasts for Snohomish County can be found through the PSRC and

OFM Web sites (below).

PSRC’s forecasts include rural areas and areas outside of King County’s
wastewater service area. However, for wastewater planning purposes,
King County assesses how much of the population is within just the
King County Service Area and that figure is used to estimate wastewater
flows. The wastewater growth model includes all Urban Growth Areas
(UGAs) that wholly or partially coincide with King County’s
wastewater service area. A map showing the areas in Snohomish County
that lie within King County’s wastewater service area and the process
King County uses to project wastewater flows within King County’s
wastewater service area are provided in Appendix 2-A.

For more information on population and employment forecasting, please
refer to Appendix 2-A and the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1. In addition, data files associated with PSRC’s population and
employment forecasts can be found on the PSRC Web site at:
http://www.psrc.org/datapubs/pubs/forecasts_2002.htm#download.
Detailed information on OFM’s estimates and forecasts can be found on
the OFM Web site at: http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/index.htm#est. 
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Response to Comment I408-196

King County will not require anyone to connect to the
new Brightwater System. Local sewerage agencies
collect wastewater from homes and businesses and
contract with King County to convey and treat the
wastewater at one of our regional treatment plants. The
decisions regarding where and when to build or extend
service lines rest with the local wastewater districts and
agencies. These decisions are based on local land use
decisions. However, King County must anticipate and
build the capacity to treat the wastewater from the local
agencies that we contract with. 

For information on how new and current facilities are
paid for please refer to the response to Comment I408-
80 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-197

Please refer to the response to the Sno-King
Environmental Alliance/Joseph, Comment O17-89. 

Response to Comment I408-198

Wastewater capacity needs are based on population
growth forecasts and inflow and infiltration data as well
as storm occurrence frequency and storm flow (peak)
estimates. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment I408-199

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment I408-200

Buildout within King County’s wastewater service area
was used to determine needed wastewater treatment
capacity in the service area and served as a basis for
planning in the Regional Wastewater Services Plan. For
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information on how buildout is determined outside of the wastewater
service area but within the planning are for the King County
Comprehensive Plan, please refer to the King County Buildable Lands
Evaluation Report 2002 online at
http://www.metrokc.gov/budget/buildland/bldlnd02.htm or contact
Chandler Felt, demographer at 206-205-0712 or by email at
changler.felt@metrokc.gov for additional information. 

The Wastewater Treatment Division, in addition to considering the
targets mentioned above, uses Puget Sound Regional Council forecasts
and then projects population growth to a future time referred to as
“buildout,” which is when a geographic area is assumed not to grow any
more. For planning purposes, this is assumed to be the current Urban
Growth Areas in the year 2050. The Wastewater Treatment Division
and many other utilities look beyond the 2020 date of the local
comprehensive plans because the facilities they construct have a useful
life long past 2020. This information is considered by decision makers
in making the long-term decisions about future wastewater
infrastructure.

Response to Comment I408-201

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment I408-202

“Base” sanitary flow is a projection of future wastewater flows in
volume of wastewater, usually in units of million gallons per day (mgd)
and is a function of population and employment. The RCE (residential
customer equivalent) is an estimate of number of residents and
businesses served and is used for billing purposes. Base flows have
increased over time due to population and employment increases in the
Puget Sound region. Please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-48.

By definition, the 100-year flood is a flood that occurs on the average of
once every 100 years. 

Infiltration and inflow (I/I) is an increasing factor because of the
deteriorating condition of the collection system over time and the

increasing size of the collection system. As the sewer pipes age, more
infiltration and inflow occurs. King County is conducting a Regional I/I
Control Program; this is a 5-year program designed to reduce Infiltration
and Inflow that flows into King County’s wastewater conveyance
interceptors and treatment facilities as well as local agency collection
systems. This program, based on a cooperative partnership between
King County and 34 local agencies, is designed to: 

• Meter and identify I/I in the overall system; 
• Conduct pilot I/I control projects in order to identify cost

effective I/I removal techniques in this region; 
• Evaluate financial options and solutions; and 
• Ultimately design a long-term control program for the local

agencies and King County.
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Response to Comment I408-203

The conveyance and treatment facilities are sized to convey
and treat both the domestic wastewater and any inflow and
infiltration (I/I) that enters the collection system. If all I/I
were removed from the systems, there would be capacity in
the conveyance pipes and liquids treatment capacity at the
treatment plants to treat projected flows through 2050.
Removing I/I does not decrease the solids loading to the
treatment plants, however, and the same additional solids
facilities that were projected in the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan would still be required to meet anticipated
demand.

International, national, and local experience has demonstrated
that removing all I/I is not achievable. The current I/I pilot
projects will shed light on how much I/I reduction is
achievable by several different techniques. The costs
associated with such removal will also be determined. This
information will be used to develop a cost-effective I/I
reduction program.

Response to Comment I408-204

For a summary response to questions concerning population
growth forecasts and wastewater flow projections, please
refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-l.
Additional information about flow projections, population,
and service area can be accessed in Chapter 2 and Appendix
2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.
Historical information can be found in the RWSP at area
libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or on CD
by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, or
toll-free 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment I408-205

Please contact Snohomish County for information on its
population projections.
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The volume of wastewater requiring treatment in the King County
Service Area will reach the wastewater system’s capacity in 2010, at
which time the Brightwater Treatment Plant will provide 36 mgd of new
capacity. For more information on the need for Brightwater, please refer
to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS and the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. 

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) outlines the region’s
long-term wastewater treatment needs and identifies regional policies
that call for a new 36- to 54-mgd treatment plant. Brightwater is only
one part of improving capacity. Other programs—such as expansion of
the South Treatment Plant; implementation of a combined sewer
overflow program; programs to reduce infiltration and inflow; industrial
waste and household hazardous wastewater programs; and reclaimed
water—help to maintain the wastewater system and provide additional
environmental protection in some areas. The Final EIS for the RWSP
can be found online at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm.
The ordinance adopting the RWSP can also be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf. 

Response to Comment I408-206

The South Treatment Plant has an average wet-weather flow (AWWF)
capacity of 115mgd. This allows up to about 210 mgd of flow to receive
secondary treatment. Flows above 210 mgd receive primary treatment
only, and are then disinfected and blended with secondary effluent prior
to being discharged into Puget Sound. There is space at the South Plant
such that facilities could be expanded to treat an AWWF of 261 mgd.
However, according to the adopted RWSP, expansion to 135 mgd is
scheduled for 2029 and no further expansions are anticipated after that
date.

Response to Comment I408-207

The current capacity of the West Point Treatment Plant is 133 mgd
average wet-weather flow (AWWF). Flows up to 300 mgd get
secondary treatment and flows between 300 and 440 mgd get primary
treatment only. It is technically feasible for the West Point site to be
expanded to handle 159-mgd AWWF (358 mgd of peak secondary
capacity) within the land currently held by King County there. However,

there was a provision in the 1991 West Point settlement agreement to
limit the pollutant discharge. The provision is as follows: 

“Metro shall have the right to increase the capacity of the treatment
plant above a AWWF of 133 mgd so long as the annual discharge of
pollutants by weight is no greater than the annual discharge of pollutants
by weight which is permitted by applicable water quality standards (30
mg/L for SS and BOD) for the plant operating at 133 mgd (AWWF).”

If the plant is expanded beyond 133 mgd AWWF, then no increase in
pollutants may be discharged above what is currently permitted for the
plant. King County expects that it would be very difficult obtaining the
necessary permits to expand the West Point Plant beyond 133 mgd. It is
likely that it would be necessary to prove that “no feasible alternative”
exists to the expansion beyond 133 mgd.

Response to Comment I408-208

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-205. For more
information on the need for Brightwater, please refer to the response to
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS and the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. 

Response to Comment I408-209

For a discussion on the need for Brightwater, please refer to Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Brightwater
Final EIS, and the Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.
The response to City of Seattle, Comment C10-l, contains a summary of
the above information. Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31
in this letter for information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I408-210

King County uses population and employment forecasts from the Puget
Sound Regional Council (PSRC), measured wastewater flow at its
facilities, and modeling to more accurately determine wastewater flow
in the future.  As these values and projections adjust, growth forecasts
are also adjusted to ensure that decisions and policies are made with the
most accurate data possible. More information on growth forecasts and
how those forecasts are determined can be found in Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS. A
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summary of this information can be found in the response to the City of
Seattle, Comment C10-1.

The 60 alternatives listed in the Wastewater 2020 Plus Program were
narrowed down to 4 alternatives during a series of workshops attended
by King County Staff, Stakeholders, and an expert panel. King County
summarized these alternatives termed Service Strategies in the RWSP
and the Final EIS for the RWSP, Brightwater is part of Service Strategy
three, which is currently being evaluated. Please refer to the response to
the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.
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Response to Comment I408-211

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-10, and to the response to The Washington Tea
Party, Comment O14-31. 

Response to Comment I408-212

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter
for information on the siting process and Comment I408-31
in this letter for information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I408-213

For information on the siting process, please refer to the
response to Comment I408-55 in this letter. Please refer to
the response to Comment I408-155 for a discussion of
smaller wastewater treatment systems. 

Response to Comment I408-214

Smaller, satellite treatment plants are not harder to construct
physically. They do have complicated permitting and siting
issues due to the number of facilities. This creates a complex
wastewater treatment system to manage. The odor generation
potential of a treatment plant is based on the wastewater
quality (temperature, oxygen, biochemical oxygen demand
[BOD], odorous compounds in the liquid phase, pH, etc) as
well as on the physical characteristics of the plant (surface
area of wastewater exposed, turbulence in the plant, etc.).
Smaller plants do not necessarily create more smell, but
could potentially if the odors are not properly controlled.
Please refer to the response to Comment I408-155 for more
information. 

Response to Comment I408-215

King County provides wholesale wastewater service to water
and sewer districts, termed local agencies, in King and
Snohomish Counties. It would be the responsibility of the
local service provider to acquire authorization to extend
sewer service. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for
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more information on local agencies’ relationship with King County.

Response to Comment I408-216

The Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle was created by public vote in
1958 to exercise the powers conferred by RCW 35.58 related to water
pollution abatement. The regional wastewater treatment system was
designed and built to follow natural drainage patterns-watersheds, not
political boundaries. Parts of Snohomish County drain naturally south to
Lake Washington. King County wastewater service area consists of the
service areas of the component agencies with which a sewage disposal
agreement has been established and the county’s service area boundary
is the perimeter of these areas. The service area boundary for sewer
service provided to Snohomish County and Pierce County shall not
exceed each county’s Urban Growth Area. More details on the history
of the regional wastewater treatment system can be found in Chapter 2
of the Final EIS. The wastewater service policies in Ordinance 13680
describe the nature of King County’s wastewater service area. It is
available at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

Response to Comment I408-217

The Metropolitan King County Council’s Regional Water Quality
Committee (RWQC) was established by King County Charter, section
270, in 1994. The RWQC develops, reviews, and recommends policies
and plans for water quality and sewer service issues, long range capital
facilities plans, rate policies, and facilities siting to guide King County’s
regional water quality responsibilities for consideration by the
Metropolitan King County Council. Members of the committee are
elected officials from the Metropolitan King County Council, City of
Seattle, Suburban Cities, and sewer districts. In 1999, the Metropolitan
King County Council, upon recommendations by the RWQC, adopted
the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). The RWQC has
invited elected officials from Snohomish County to participate in their
workshops and discussions on policy matters.

Response to Comment I408-218

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-217 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I408-219

These comments referring to the votes by individual council
members and “promises made … to King County cities and
council members” seek information that is beyond the scope
of an EIS. They do not seek information relating to
environmental conditions, environmental impacts, or
mitigation measures for environmental impacts. This request
should be addressed to the appropriate King County decision-
makers. 

Response to Comment I408-220

King County has an aggressive combined sewer overflow
(CSO) control program under way. Since the 1988 CSO
Control Plan the County has spent $68 million on CSO
control, with another $220 million worth of projects currently
underway. Another 21 projects are scheduled. When CSO
control is completed, the County will have spent $638 million
(in 2002 dollars), or an average of  $15 million per year. As
Brightwater will not treat combined flows, there is no
discussion of CSO control in the Draft EIS.

Please refer to the responses to Comment I408-205 in this
letter and to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray,
Comment O16-21.

Response to Comment I408-221

Ultimately, local agencies and jurisdictions are being held
responsible for their infiltration and inflow (I/I). The I/I
control program is a part of the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan (RWSP) and will continue regardless of the
Brightwater project. The program continues to evaluate
benefits to local and regional water and wastewater resources.
For additional information on King County’s Regional
Infiltration and Inflow Control Program, please refer to
Chapters 1 and 2, of the Final EIS or visit the program Web
site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/i-i/index.htm. Please refer
to the response to Comment I408-205 in this letter.
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For more information on I/I programs, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-
6. 

Response to Comment I408-222

The state and federal requirements can be found in Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS. More information can be found in Appendices 6-C,
Management of Water Quality During Construction at the Treatment
Plant Sites, and 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-223

Combined sewer overflow (CSO) management activities and infiltration
and inflow (I/I).controls, if effective, reduce the amount of storm-flows
and infiltrated groundwater that enters the wastewater collection system.
These flows contribute significantly to peak flows in the wastewater
collection system during periods of heavy rainfall and/or under high
groundwater levels. Peak conveyance and treatment capacities can be
reduced by controlling the amount of extraneous flows that enter the
system during these high flow periods. 

Response to Comment I408-224

King County is developing information that indicates that water users
will use the least expensive source of water, or if the cost of water is too
high, they will stop the activity that requires water. If other affordable
sources of water are not available and reclaimed water is within the
price range considered affordable by the user, there will be a market for
reclaimed water. Please refer to the response to Comment I408-30 in
this letter.

Response to Comment I408-225

The capacity charge is based on the capacity charge methodology that
the Metropolitan King County Council adopted in October 2001 in
Ordinance 14129. The methodology provides an equitable basis for
allocating the costs of the wastewater treatment system to the customers
that use it. Specifically, it enacts the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
policy of growth paying for growth by ensuring new customers bear
their equitable share of the cost of building new capacity in the system. 

Response to Comment I408-226

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-217 in this letter. The
RWSP Peer Review document, including the 11 Detailed Evaluation
Questions and responses, is available by contacting the Brightwater
project team at: brighwater@metrokc.gov, or 206/684-6799, or toll-free
1-888-707-8571.

Per the Merriam-Webster online dictionary: (www.m-w.com)

Reasonable: a: being in accordance with reason b: not extreme or
excessive c: moderate of fair. 

Appropriate: a: to take exclusive possession of: b: to set apart for or
assign to a particular purpose or use.

Industry standard refers to the wastewater treatment industry. Below are
the definition of the words consistent and standards.

Consistent:  a: marked by harmony, regularity, or steady continuity: free
from variation or contradiction b: compatible, usually used with with c:
showing steady conformity to character, profession, belief, or custom d:
tending to be arbitrarily close to the true value of the parameter
estimated as the sample becomes large. 

Standards: a: constituting or conforming to a standard especially as
established by law or custom b: sound and usable, regularly and widely
used, available, or supplied c: well-established and very familiar d:
having recognized and permanent value e: substantially uniform and
well established by usage in the speech and writing of the educated and
widely recognized as acceptable.

Response to Comment I408-227

It is not clear as to which element of the environment the comment is
referring. An EIS, by definition, attempts to summarize impacts and
mitigation. The reference documents generally referred to in the EIS text
or included in a list of references simply guide interested readers to
places for more detail. King County has made many of these reference
documents available to the public for both the Draft and Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-228

King County Peer Review was done specifically for the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) and related to the decision outlined
in that process. Information on the King County Peer Review of the
RWSP is available by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206/694-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I408-229

King County has evaluated the best available technologies. The
proposed treatment process has been revised since publication of the
Draft EIS and currently includes membrane bioreactors (MBR) for
secondary treatment. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-230

A final selection will not be made until after the Final EIS is
published and the Executive has considered the
environmental impacts of all of the alternatives evaluated in
the EIS. 

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) Peer
Review Panel confirmed the recommendation of the RWSP
and the decision to build Brightwater. The RWSP Peer
Review document, including the 11 Detailed Evaluation
Questions and responses, is available by contacting the
Brightwater project team at brighwater@metrokc.gov, or
206/684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-8571. 

The capacity charge is similar to a connection or hookup fee
for newly connecting customers to King County’s wastewater
treatment system. The purpose of the charge is to pay for
building wastewater treatment capacity to serve newly
connected customers and ensures that all customers pay their
share of the cost of capital improvements to provide them
with wastewater treatment service. For more details on the
capacity charge, please refer to the financial policies in
Ordinance 13680, adopting the RWSP, and King County
Code Chapter 28.86. Information on King County
Wastewater Treatment Division’s capacity charge program is
available at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/capchrg/.

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-217 in this
letter. The RWQC has invited elected officials from
Snohomish County to participate in its workshops and
discussions on policy matters. Please refer to the response to
the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10, for more information
on Snohomish County’s involvement in the RWSP process.

Response to Comment I408-231

The Operational Master Plan, or OMP, explains how King
County will implement the Regional Wastewater Services
Plan (RWSP) as required by Ordinance 13680, which adopts
changes to King County’s Comprehensive Water Pollution
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Abatement Plan. Whereas the ordinance focuses on the policies that
drive the RWSP, the OMP focuses on defining the performance
measures, needed resources, and projected workload necessary to
implement the RWSP. The OMP and Ordinance 13680 are available on
King County’s Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/documents/final_omp, on PDF, or by
contacting the Brightwater project team at: at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206/684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571. 

Response to Comment I408-232

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.

Response to Comment I408-233

Please refer to the response to the Comments I408-4 and I408-217 in
this letter.

Response to Comment I408-234

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-31, including the documents referenced in that response.
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Response to Comment I408-235

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter
for information on the siting process.

Response to Comment I408-236

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter
for information on the siting process.

Response to Comment I408-237

The King County Brightwater team is composed of
professional engineers, planners, financial analysts, and
technical support staff.

Response to Comment I408-238

Please refer to the responses to Comment I408-55 in this
letter for information on the siting process and to Comment
I408-4 for information on stakeholders.

Response to Comment I408-239

The Draft EIS does analyze the potential significant
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for several alternatives, including the No Action Alternative
and sub-alternatives. That analysis of impacts has been
supplemented and refined in the intervening months in
response to comments on the Draft EIS, and an updated
analysis of impacts and reasonable mitigation measures is set
forth in the Final EIS. None of these evaluations or the
selection of a “preferred” alternative in any way preclude the
evaluation of other alternatives.

Response to Comment I408-240

To systematically apply the adopted policy site screening and
site selection criteria, the project team developed a set of
Detailed Evaluation Questions (DEQs), which were
measurable questions that helped evaluate how well each site
met the policy criteria. The DEQs in Phase 1 included
considerations such as site evaluations, documented
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wetlands, and existing land uses. For more information on DEQs, please
refer to Appendix K of the Level 1 Site Screening Evaluation in the
Phase 1 documentation. Please refer to the response to Comment I408-
55 in this letter for information on the siting process.
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Response to Comment I408-241

The purpose of Phase 1 was to identify, evaluate, compare,
and screen potential treatment plant sites. It was impractical
to evaluate conveyance to and from more than 35 potential
treatment plant sites. Conveyance alignments and associated
portals began to be evaluated and included in the Phase 2
siting process from mid-2001 through December 2001. This
Phase 2 process was started after the number of treatment
plant sites were screened down from 35 to 6 candidate sites in
Phase 1. Phase 2 documentation included alternative
conveyance routes showing potential portal (construction
shaft) locations. During Phase 2, more than 60 meetings were
held with regional leaders and more than 30 presentations
were given to local governments, businesses, and
environmental groups. Four public workshops were held and
booths were staffed at three fairs and festivals.

Response to Comment I408-242

The SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-440) state that an EIS must
describe and discuss a reasonable number of alternatives and
the significant impacts that will narrow the range or degree of
beneficial uses of the environment or pose long term risks to
human health or the environment. The Brightwater EIS
evaluates a reasonable number of treatment alternatives and
the significant impacts of these treatment alternatives. Please
refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter for
information on the siting process.

Response to Comment I408-243

To systematically apply the adopted policy site screening and
site selection criteria, the project team developed a set of
Detailed Evaluation Questions (DEQs), which were
measurable questions that helped evaluate how well each site
met the policy criteria. The DEQs primarily address potential
project constraints and opportunities. In Phase 2, the DEQs
addressed technical (engineering and land acquisition),
environmental, community (neighborhood effects), and



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 2044

financial policy considerations. For each policy criterion, one or more
DEQs were applied to the six candidate systems during the Phase 2
process. For more information on the DEQs, please refer to Appendix F
of the Phase 2 documentation. 

Phase 2 documentation is available at local libraries, including the
Edmonds, Lynnwood, Mill Creek, and Mountlake Terrace libraries in
Snohomish County and by contacting the Brightwater project team at
brighwater@metrokc.gov, or 206/684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment I408-244

The system wide cost estimates were prepared based on a takeoff of
material and equipment quantities for the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
Plant layouts, sections, and equipment lists were used. No projects were
compared to Brightwater. The costs for unit prices were from a database
developed over years of estimating costs for large construction projects
in the Puget Sound area.

Response to Comment I408-245

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter for
information on the siting process.
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Response to Comment I408-246

The Brightwater EIS analyzes and compares two alternative
sites for the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Please refer to the
Final EIS for a more refined project description, a concise
evaluation of significant impacts, and additional information
and technical data in the appendices.

Response to Comment I408-247

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter
for information on the siting process.

Response to Comment I408-248

Please refer to responses to the City of Edmonds, Comment
C9-10, and The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-31,
including the documents referenced in the response to
Comment O14-31.

Response to Comment I408-249

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31, including the documents referenced in
that response.

Response to Comment I408-250

Please refer to the response to the Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31, including the documents referenced in
that response.

Response to Comment I408-251

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-241 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-252

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31, including the documents referenced in
that response.
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Response to Comment I408-253

Representatives from communities throughout the Brightwater siting
area, including those along the proposed conveyance alignments, were
invited to participate in the Siting Advisory Committee (later called
Executive Advisory Committee) very early in the process (June 2000).

The scoping document and a summary of the Draft EIS were mailed to
approximately 60,000 addresses, including at least all addresses within
500 feet of the proposed alternative conveyance routes. Because existing
mail carrier routes were used in many areas, this mailing reached much
further.

Response to Comment I408-254

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-31, including the documents referenced in that response.
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Response to Comment I408-255

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31, including the documents referenced in
that response.

Response to Comment I408-256

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-241 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-257

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan decision was a
regionwide process that involved people throughout King
County’s Wastewater Service Area. The team did not feel
direct mail was an appropriate tool for outreach. Please refer
to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10, for
details about how outreach was done.

Response to Comment I408-258

Executive Sims’ reasons for selecting a preferred alternative
were based on many considerations, including engineering
studies, cost, community concerns, and the environment. At
the time Sims made the announcement, there was 3 years’
worth of scientific and engineering data pertaining to the
Brightwater project, in addition to an extensive public
involvement process where people had several opportunities
to actively participate in the Brightwater siting process. 

Response to Comment I408-259

The Brightwater facilities have been planned within the
context of regional and local growth management plans.
Brightwater is intended to accommodate and serve growth
that has been planned for and approved through the planning
processes of the affected jurisdictions. Please refer to Chapter
11 of the Final EIS for applicable planning policies and
development regulations. 
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Response to Comment I408-260

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment I408-261

Under the Growth Management Act (GMA) and RCW 35.58.200, King
County is legally required to provide regional wastewater treatment
services in the Central Puget Sound region. The GMA includes
provisions for siting essential public facilities where they can best serve
the community. The powers relative to water pollution abatement in
RCW 35.58.200 include the use of condemnation when it’s necessary to
build facilities that protect public health and the environment. For
additional information relating to the siting of essential public facilities,
please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-4.

Response to Comment I408-262

Metropolitan Municipal Corporation is not a term used under the
Growth Management Act (GMA). Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) and Regional Transportation Planning Organization are terms
used to describe the designated planning organizations in areas with
urban populations of 50,000 or greater. These agencies are charged with
carrying out coordinated and comprehensive transportation planning.
The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) is the designated MPO for
the Puget Sound region that includes King, Snohomish, Pierce, and
Kitsap Counties.

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, for a discussion of PSRC’s role in
growth management planning and how it relates to the Brightwater
project.

Response to Comment I408-263

King County is authorized by Washington State law to condemn
property both within and outside its geographic boundaries, including
within Snohomish County and its cities, to construct, operate, and
maintain water pollution abatement facilities, such as the proposed
Brightwater facilities. Please refer to RCW 35.58.200; 35.58.320;
35.56.010. This authority is similar to the legal authority granted to all

cities and certain utilities in order to provide public service
infrastructure.

Response to Comment I408-264

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS contains a discussion of Brightwater project
objectives. Please refer to the responses to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-144, to the City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-5, and to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-25. 

Response to Comment I408-265

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10,
and the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-31,
including the documents referenced in that response.

Response to Comment I408-266

For information on the Relationship to Land Use planning under the
Growth Management Act in the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP), please refer to Chapter 1 of the Final EIS for the RWSP. A
discussion of the regional policy framework under which Brightwater
has been planned is provided in Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and
Policies: Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the
Brightwater Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.
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Response to Comment I408-267

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, and the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-141.

Response to Comment I408-268

The existing and proposed land use requirements, including
comprehensive plans, zoning, and local permits for the
proposed Brightwater facility alternatives are set forth in
Chapter 11 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS.

This comment calls for speculation about a hypothetical
permit scenario, and cannot be answered at this time. 

Response to Comment I408-269

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan is incorporated by
reference into the Final EIS for Brightwater. Population and
employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to
calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I408-270

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, and the
City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment I408-271

As recognized in King County and Snohomish County
comprehensive plans, the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP) is designed to meet Washington State Growth
Management Act (GMA) requirements to plan for and
provide utilities to serve growth planned in the urban areas
and to ensure that public facilities and services meet locally
established minimum standards of service. The GMA
requires that “the comprehensive plan of each county or city
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that is adopted pursuant to RCW 36.70A.040 shall be coordinated with,
and consistent with, the adopted comprehensive plans of other counties
or cities with which the county or city has, in part, common borders or
related regional issues.” For more information on planning, please refer
to Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. The RWSP discusses the relationship to
land use planning under the GMA in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS for the
RWSP.

A discussion of the regional policy framework under which Brightwater
has been planned is provided in Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and
Policies: Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the
Brightwater Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.
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Response to Comment I408-272

King County has not suggested any changes in development
regulations that would expedite the permitting process for
Brightwater. Such discussions would likely take place during
the permitting phase of the project.

Response to Comment I408-273

The location of the plant inside or outside of King County’s
service area was never a criterion for determining the
potential location for this essential public facility. King
County is legally required to provide regional wastewater
treatment services in the Central Puget Sound region to
protect health and safety and the environment. Wastewater
treatment plants are essential public facilities. Population and
employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to
calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS.

The Brightwater EIS analyzes and compares two alternative
treatment plant sites for the Brightwater System. Please refer
to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, for a more refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts, and
additional information and technical data in the appendices.

By 2040, the Brightwater Treatment Plant would be
expanded to provide treatment of 54 mgd of wastewater.
Future expansion needs pertaining to the Brightwater System
are discussed in Chapter 3 of the Brightwater Final EIS and
in the Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP) under the Executive’s Preferred Plan, which can be
found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm. The
minimum land area required to site a wastewater treatment
plant is 25 acres. Larger sites offer advantages, such as:
greater separation between the plant and adjoining land uses,
more extensive buffer areas, additional room for
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construction-related activities, and the ability to accommodate higher
water quality standards in the future. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS for the information on the siting process. 

The Operational Master Plan states that “The size of the site could be 60-
90 acres depending on the amount of buffer necessary for the surrounding
land uses.” However, Council direction on site size was provided during
the Brightwater siting process in Ordinances 14043 and 14107. Ordinance
14043 (February 2001) adopted a list of site screening criteria developed
during the Phase 1 Brightwater site selection process. These criteria were
used to screen the number of potential treatment plant candidate sites from
the 38 “unconstrained” sites under consideration to the six sites submitted
by the King County Executive for Council approval. The four criteria
related to the size, shape, and topography of the treatment plant site are
listed below: 

1. King County shall select NTF [North Treatment Facility] sites that
provide sufficient area to accommodate the proposed facilities, an
appropriate buffer, and at the treatment plant, room for future
treatment process upgrades. 
2. King County shall seek NTF sites that do not require extensive
alteration due to either steep slopes or hazard mitigation, or both.
3. King County shall seek a north treatment plant site that is located
at an elevation that allows efficient use of energy for conveyance of
sewage to the plant and conveyance of treated effluent to Puget
Sound.
4. King County shall seek NTF sites that provide an opportunity for
water reclamation and reuse.
5. Ordinance 14107 (May 2001) approved the six candidate sites and
adopted site selection criteria to select final candidate sites under
Phase 2 of the Brightwater siting process for evaluation in the Final
EIS. The criteria related to site size, shape, and topography are the
same as those in Ordinance 14043 except for the added language
underlined below.
6. King County shall select NTF sites that provide sufficient area to
accommodate the proposed facilities, an appropriate buffer, and at the
treatment plant, room for reclamation of all wastewater flows, energy
self-generation and future treatment process upgrades. 
7. King County shall seek NTF sites including sites for pump
stations, demonstration water reuse projects and storage facilities that

provide an opportunity for water reclamation and reuse.

In terms of the minimum site size, a facility sizing technical memo stated
that “a 25-acre site could be considered the minimum functional size for
the basic treatment plant, although compromises may be necessary
including additional noise and odor control facilities within the plant. In
addition, this minimum size site would reduce flexibility to respond to
future changed conditions and would have minimal land area to buffer
around the plant site. Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in
this letter for additional information on the siting process.

Response to Comment I408-274

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-134 in this letter. 

Response to Comment I408-275

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-55 in this letter for
information on the siting process.

Response to Comment I408-276

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment I408-277

The Route 9 site is located within an Urban Growth Area and is
designated and zoned for industrial use. Both the Snohomish County
and the City of Woodinville comprehensive plans designate this area for
future industrial development and use. Please refer to the response to the
City of Woodinville, Comment C5-3.

Response to Comment I408-278

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-155 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-279

King County will comply with the requirements of any ordinances that
are in place at the time of permit submittal. Anyone can evaluate the
public process, including other jurisdictions and members of the public
and can do so with or without King County’s approval.
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Response to Comment I408-280

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-10.

Response to Comment I408-281

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) evaluates
several methods of providing wastewater treatment and
related services in the King County Service Area. The Draft
RWSP identified four representative alternatives to meet its
objectives. These are termed Service Strategies. Each Service
Strategy consists mainly of a system of wastewater treatment
plants, conveyance facilities, and CSO control facilities that
will meet the region’s increasing need for wastewater
services over the life of the RWSP. For more information on
Service Strategies, please refer the Final EIS for the RWSP.
For a discussion of the need for Brightwater, please refer to
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Analysis, of the
Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-282

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment I408-283

Mitigation measures for the North Treatment Plant can be
found in Chapter EP1-1 of the Regional Wastewater Services
Plan Final EIS and Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Brightwater Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-284

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5. For additional information on mitigation,
please refer to the response to Comment I408-439 in this
letter and refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a summary
of impacts and mitigation measures and subsequent chapters
for listings of proposed and potential mitigation measures.
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Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.
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Response to Comment I408-285

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-205. For a
discussion of the need for Brightwater, please refer to
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis,
of the Brightwater Final EIS and Chapter 1 of the RWSP
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-286

King County has identified a preferred alternative—the Route
9-195th Street System. However, a final selection will not be
made until after the Final EIS is published and the King
County Executive has considered the environmental impacts
of all of the alternatives evaluated in the EIS. Please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS and Appendix 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for information on
the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment I408-287

In June 2000, King County Executive Ron Sims and
Snohomish County Executive Bob Drewel jointly appointed
members to the Brightwater Siting Advisory Committee
(SAC), now the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC). The
role of the committee was to review the overall Brightwater
siting process and to advise the two county executives on a
variety of policy issues and regional concerns. The members
brought a regional perspective to the siting process, and
served on behalf of tribal governments, local jurisdictions,
and special districts in the siting area, as well as regional
labor, business, and environmental organizations and
agencies. The committee functioned in an advisory capacity
and was not charged with making site selection decisions. A
final selection will not be made until after the Final EIS is
published and the Executive has considered, among other
things, the environmental impacts of all of the alternatives
evaluated in the EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-288

The Unocal site was included as a finalist site because it was generally
consistent with screening criteria for the treatment plant sites, and was
more suitable for a treatment plant site than all but one of the other
candidate sites. The City of Edmonds provides wastewater treatment
within its own service area boundary, which is surrounded by the
regional service area for King County. 

Response to Comment I408-289

More than 100 sites were initially identified as potential Brightwater
sites. To evaluate all potentially suitable sites within the project siting
area, some of these initial sites were outside of King County’s existing
service area and outside of designated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs).
Each site’s location in relation to the service area and UGAs was
evaluated along with a number of other engineering, environmental, and
community factors, to determine the overall suitability of sites.
Generally, sites within the service area and UGAs were considered more
suitable for those particular siting criteria. Please refer to the Phase 1,
Level 1 Analysis-Site Descriptions and Analysis documents available as
technical support for the project (King County, March 2001). 

Response to Comment I408-290

Brightwater facilities are deemed essential public facilities (EPFs) under
the Growth Management Act. As such the are accorded special
treatment under state law and local regulator provisions. A thorough
discussion of the applicable state and local regulatory provisions
regarding the siting of EPFs in Snohomish county are set forth in
Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. Additionally, King County is authorized by
state law to condemn property both within and outside its geographic
boundaries, including with Snohomish County and within Snohomish
County cities, to construct, operate and maintain water pollution
abatement facilities, such as the proposed Brightwater Treatment
System. Please refer to, for example, RCW 35.58.200; 35.58.320;
35.56.010. This is similar to the legal authority granted to all cities and
certain utilities in order to provide public service infrastructure.

Response to Comment I408-291

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6. The Regional Wastewater Services
Plan (RWSP) was adopted by the King County Council and serves as a
core capital facility regional planning document and is recognized and
acknowledged in the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan. Please
refer to Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies: Brightwater
Regional Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS for a detailed
discussion of the RWSP and its adoption process.

Response to Comment I408-292

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would provide high quality enhanced
secondary effluent for discharge to Puget Sound and advanced treatment
of a portion of the effluent for Class A reclaimed water that would be
used for non-drinking water uses such as irrigation, industrial cooling,
and industrial process water.

Response to Comment I408-293

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would not serve combined sewer
areas. Therefore, there is no discussion of combined sewer overflows
(CSOs) in the Brightwater Draft EIS. Separate from Brightwater, King
County has a fairly aggressive CSO control program under way. When
CSO control is completed, the County will have spent $638 million (in
2002 dollars), or an average of  $15 million per year. 

King County also has an inflow and infiltration (I/I) control program
underway to identify cost effective methods to limit I/I. Results of these
studies will not be available in the time frame needed for the
Brightwater design, but will be considered in all later projects.  Please
refer to Chapter 1 of the Final EIS for more information relating to I/I.

Response to Comment I408-294

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-295

National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and
the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) have
extensively studied chemical contamination of Puget Sound sediments.
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Ecology has identified contaminated sediment sites that warrant further
investigation and/or cleanup (Ecology, 2001). The majority of the
contaminated sediment sites identified by Ecology are associated with
past industrial activities, with no contaminated sediment sites associated
with outfalls for secondary treated effluent. King County (Striplin et al.,
2001) has studied chemical constituents near its existing outfalls for
secondary treatment and found little or no differences relative to
ambient conditions. King County believes that there will be no impact to
sediments near the Brightwater outfall. King County has investigated
several discharge options such as upland disposal and groundwater
injection. Other discharge options to marine disposal are discussed in
Appendix 3-L, Preliminary Working Draft Facilities Plan, of the Final
EIS. Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-5. Puget Sound represents the best
alternative for the discharge. 

References:

NOAA and Washington State Department of Ecology, 2000. Sediment
Quality in Puget Sound: Year 2-Central Puget Sound. NOAA Tech
Memorandum No. 47 and Ecology Pub 00-03-055

Washington State Department of Ecology. 2001. Sediment Cleanup
Status Report.

Striplin Environmental Associates and King County 2001. Potential
effects to Benthic organisms associated with King County Secondary
Treated Effluent Discharges to Puget Sound. December 2001.

Response to Comment I408-296

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-70.

Response to Comment I408-297

While the solids handling processes have the potential to emit a strong
odor, all of the solids handling processes would be enclosed in buildings
where the odorous air would be collected and treated prior to discharge
to the atmosphere. The biosolids handling processes have a distinct odor
that is different from the odors that come from the primary treatment
areas of the plant; however, it can vary on which process is the most
odorous.

Response to Comment I408-298

Please refer to the response to Comments I408-55 and I408-64 in this
letter. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for the information on
the siting process and Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for project description
and comparison of alternatives.

Response to Comment I408-299

When dealing with stormwater releases, flows are usually the most
important parameter, as this can directly affect flooding in the receiving
stream and contribute to stream channel degradation (erosion).
Stormwater from the project site would be released at a rate equivalent
to that expected if the site had remained forested. This would be about 4
cubic feet per second (cfs) for the 50-year storm event. For comparison,
the flow within Little Bear Creek is estimated to be around 500 cfs
during the 50-year storm event. The velocity of the released stormwater
would be no higher than the velocity in the creek, which is estimated to
be around 5 feet per second. No serious stream problems would result.
For further information, please refer to Appendix 6-E, Route 9 Site
Runoff Effects on the Geomorphology of Little Bear Creek, of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-300

The exact location of areas subject to open cut is unknown at
this time but would be determined during the design phase.
King County will avoid “sensitive areas” to the degree
possible and will work with local jurisdictions as part of the
permitting to protect or mitigate as necessary.

Response to Comment I408-301

The terms were selected to indicate the range of construction
and mitigation possibilities still under consideration in the
Draft EIS. More definitive descriptions have been developed
for the Final EIS, so more definitive terms have been used in
the revised document. There still will be terms such as “may
be used” in the Final EIS to indicate processes that will be
finalized in the predesign and final design phases of the
project, which would not occur until after the publication of
the Final EIS and the selection of an alternative for
construction.

Response to Comment I408-302

The ways in which the public were and will be involved in
the design process: are as follows

• Design guideline workshops were held in both
communities where a treatment plant is proposed in the
summer of 2002. Participants developed design guidelines for
architects and landscapers to use. 
• Members of the public reviewed preliminary designs for
the treatment plant at a technical seminar in July 2003 and
had an opportunity to talk with designers and make
comments. 
• After a decision is made on where the treatment plant
will be located, additional design workshops will give the
public opportunities to review and comment on more detailed
designs for the selected alternative.

The final design and plans will be public documents, and the
public will continue to be involved in the design process. 
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Response to Comment I408-303

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-130.

Response to Comment I408-304

Alternative treatment processes have been considered as part of the
Brightwater predesign. These alternatives are shown in Appendix 3-L,
Preliminary Working Draft Facilities Plan, of the Final EIS, prepared in
compliance with the Washington Department of Ecology, Requirements
for Engineering Reports, WAC 173-240-060.

Best available technologies are being used in the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. In the Draft EIS, a conventional activated sludge (CAS) process
was proposed. During predesign, various alternatives for the secondary
process were considered and a membrane bioreactor (MBR) was
selected as the preferred alternative. MBR is a state-of-the-art secondary
treatment technology that is considered the best available technology for
secondary treatment. The MBR is the technology proposed in the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I408-305

The closest effluent portal to the Route 9 site is Portal 41, located in
Bothell. The portal would contain a drop structure to divert wastewater
into the tunnel. Odor control would be provided at the drop structure
and chemical injection would occur just upstream of the drop structure.
A more detailed discussion can be found in Appendix 5-B, Odor
Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-306

Specific candidate portal locations within the 72-acre portal siting areas
are being shown in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-307

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-308

There are three structures used as residential units on the proposed
Route 9 site in the area zoned as industrial.

Response to Comment I408-309

The Bear Creek Grange is not listed on the National Historic Register. It
is unclear what is meant by “landmark.” 

Response to Comment I408-310

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology Comment W5-43.  This comment response provides a
summary of known and potential contamination concerns in soil and
groundwater at the two plant site locations.  Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS provides soil and groundwater
contamination information for both the conveyance corridors and plant
site locations.

Response to Comment I408-311

The Draft EIS has no bearing on prices King County would pay for
properties acquired for the Brightwater project. King County determines
“just compensation” for real property based upon an independent
appraisal. Uniform standards for professional appraisal practice do not
allow appraisers to make assumptions concerning levels of
contamination. Each appraisal report is also reviewed by an independent
review appraiser to assure that appraisal standards are met. Subsequent
environmental investigation may quantify levels of contamination that
could affect market value. 

Response to Comment I408-312

There are no publicly documented private wells directly downgradient
of the Route 9 site. The area downgradient of the Route 9 site consists
of the area between the site and Little Bear Creek. If the Route 9 site is
selected, a door-to-door survey of private wells in this area will be
conducted.

Response to Comment I408-313

The number of private wells in use adjacent to the conveyance lines and
portals is not known with certainty, although Washington State
Department of Health records show that 24 of the larger Group A and B
systems, some of which are private, exist in the general Brightwater
project area. Well logs from the Washington State Department of
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Ecology indicate 2,000 private wells in the area. The actual location of
wells will be determined for areas considered to be sensitive after the
final alignment is chosen and as part of the design phase.

Response to Comment I408-314

The stormwater management system evaluated in the Final EIS for the
Route 9 site includes a centralized system to collect stormwater and a
series of stormwater inlets and piping to collect the runoff and convey it
by gravity to collection points and from the collection points to the
detention and treatment facilities, which would be located on the
western end of the plant. After detention and treatment, stormwater
would flow through existing culverts under Route 9 and into Little Bear
Creek. One or more of these culverts may require reconstruction to
achieve the required capacity.

The stormwater system would be located in the industrial portion of the
site, west of the treatment facilities. Please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-
54.

The proposed membrane bioreactor (MBR) process does not require
secondary clarifiers.

The odor control system would be three-stage chemical scrubbers
followed by a carbon polisher. Please refer to the response to the Save
Little Bear Creek Coalition, Comment O15-10, for additional details.

Biofiltration is used at wastewater treatment and other facilities
throughout the United States. It has been proven to be a reliable odor
control technology. The Brightwater Treatment Plant is no longer
considering biofiltration for odor control. 
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Response to Comment I408-315

As described in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, sodium
hypochlorite (NaOCl) is a strong oxidizing agent and, like
bleach, may cause burns to eyes, skin, and the respiratory and
digestive tracts in humans. Sodium hypochlorite also affects
plants, animals, and fish at high enough levels. Although
nonflammable and noncombustible, sodium hypochlorite is
corrosive. Due to treatment plant design and use, storage, and
handling requirements, the risk of exposure to humans would
be largely isolated to treatment plant workers. Exposure to
the general public and plants and animals in the vicinity of
the treatment plant site and after discharge from the marine
outfall would be negligible. Please refer to the responses to
the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-
35, for a discussion of spill prevention and response and the
existing King County Wastewater Treatment Division
Emergency Response Plan. 

Response to Comment I408-316

The pH of the effluent due to disinfection is affected by the
buffering capacity of the wastewater and the hypochlorite
dosage. Hypochlorite may raise the pH slightly (less than 0.5
pH), whereas chlorine gas would lower it slightly (less than
0.2 pH).

There are no zebra mussels in Puget Sound. They grow in
fresh water.

The percentage of sodium hypochlorite that becomes gaseous
during treatment varies with the ambient temperature, age of
the solution, and the type of mixing of the hypochlorite with
the wastewater. At Brightwater, the small quantity of
hypochlorite that could become gaseous during treatment
would either be enclosed in a covered process tank or in the
effluent tunnel. 

Response to Comment I408-317

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I408-318

Sodium bisulfite would be added to dechlorinate the effluent and
remove any remaining sodium hypochlorite in accordance with state
discharge limits. Sodium bisulfite would be added in small amounts to
meet the sodium hypochlorite demand and would not be toxic to fish.

Response to Comment I408-319

Prior to flowing to Little Bear Creek, treated and detained stormwater
would first flow through swales and channels on the western side of the
project site. These waters would then flow under SR- 9 in existing or
upgraded culverts. Upgrade culverts would be designed to meet the fish
passage requirements of the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife. The flow velocities of these channels would vary, depending
upon the flow. However, the velocities would not exceed that of Little
Bear Creek, itself, which is about 5 feet per second at the 100-year flow.
These velocities would not harm the stream channel. For more
information, please refer to Appendix 6-E, Route 9 Site Runoff Effects
on the Geomorphology of Little Bear Creek, of the Final EIS.

The stormwater ponds would have a capacity to store up to 24 acre-feet.
Additional description on the stormwater treatment facilities is included
in Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

At this time the project does not propose an infiltration pond for any of
the stormwater. As more soils information is gathered during the design
phase, local infiltration of some of the stormwater may be considered.

The project proposes to use a combination of underground pipes, a large
canal and ponds to detain the project stormwater. The specific mix of
these detention measures would be determined during project design.

Response to Comment I408-320

The Draft EIS was issued at a point in time when a certain level of
information was known relating to the probable significant adverse
impacts of the proposal and possible ways to reasonably mitigate those
impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty in relation to impacts in
one respect or another, the Draft EIS presented, following SEPA
Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. In other areas, the Draft
EIS indicated that ongoing analysis was under way and that additional

information would be forthcoming. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in
late 2002, considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as is the
case on any large project, to further define and develop the proposal and
respond to Draft EIS comments. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS for updated conveyance and portal information on the Preferred
Alternative. 

Response to Comment I408-321

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-7 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-322

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-323

The option of treating flows from both Edmonds and Lynnwood would
eliminate two local treatment plants, provide access to an outfall that is
deeper and extends farther into Puget Sound than the existing outfalls in
the area, and provide access to the Best Available Technology for
wastewater processing. The sub-alternative to treat Edmonds and
Lynnwood flows at the Unocal site could occur only if Brightwater is
located at the Unocal site and if the cities of Edmonds and Lynnwood
decided to pursue such an option.

Response to Comment I408-324

The King County Service Area includes portions of King, Snohomish,
and Pierce Counties. Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for more information on
the King County Service Area. Please refer to the response to
O’Morrison, Comment E13-1, for additional information.

Response to Comment I408-325

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-323 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-326

If the Unocal site is selected, King County will be required to comply
with Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) cleanup rules to complete the
site development and negotiate an agreement for cleanup with the
Washington State Department of Ecology, just as Unocal has been
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required to do. Remediation planning will address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater and will be conducted during the
design phase of the project. For more information on site cleanup at
Unocal, please refer to Chapters 4 and 6 of the Final EIS.  

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I408-327

The proposed new barge dock has been removed from the proposal at
this time. If the Unocal alternative is selected and the barge dock is
desired for mitigation, required additional environmental analysis would
be completed. Use of the existing barge dock at the Point Wells is
included in the Final EIS as potential mitigation for the traffic impacts at
Portal 19.
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Response to Comment I408-328

There would be no use of a rail spur for construction or
operations at either the Route 9 or Unocal sites. The odor
control systems are now the same for both the Route 9 and
Unocal sites. Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for further
information.

Ultraviolet disinfection is proposed at both sites for
disinfection of reclaimed water and at the Unocal site for
disinfection of membrane bioreactor (MBR) effluent due to
space constraints of a sodium hypochlorite system. The
stormwater systems vary at the Route 9 and Unocal sites due
to the differences in stormwater treatment required (refer to
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for further details). At Route 9, the
stormwater system would discharge to a creek, which
requires a higher level of treatment than stormwater
discharged to Puget Sound, as at the Unocal site.

Response to Comment I408-329

The City of Edmonds and King County have an interlocal
agreement to transfer wastewater flows between systems.
Flows from Woodway and portions of the Shoreline area
(served by the Ronald Wastewater District) are pumped
through King County’s Richmond Beach Pump Station and
force main to Edmonds, and Edmonds treats it for King
County. Flows from King County’s Richmond Beach Pump
Station to Edmonds run about 2 mgd on average. The
maximum pumping capacity at the County’s Richmond
Beach Pump Station is 10.7 mgd. In exchange, King County
pumps a portion of the flow from the Lake Ballinger Pump
Station into the McAleer trunk and on to West Point for
treatment. The Lake Ballinger Pump Station owned and
operated by King County pumps flows received from areas of
Edmonds, Mountlake Terrace, Olympic View Water and
Sewer District, and the Ronald Wastewater District. For more
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information, please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population
and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-323 regarding the option
of treating flows from both Edmonds and Lynnwood at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment I408-330

The structural lid is being proposed in order to accommodate the
multimodal facility at Unocal site. There is no co-location of such a
facility at the Route 9 site making a structural lid unnecessary. Please
refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information on the proposed
structural lid at the Unocal site. 

Response to Comment I408-331

In developing the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), King
County modeled the impacts to base sanitary flows based on the
expected results of a moderate to aggressive water conservation
program. The modeling results suggested that base sanitary flows could
decrease from 10 to 18 percent; however, while this sounds significant,
it is important to understand that base flow is not a major factor in the
timing and sizing of a treatment plant or of its associated conveyance
system. Base flow represents less than 20 percent of the peak 20-year
storm flow, which is King County’s design standard. The potential
conservation measures resulted in peak flow reductions in 2020 from 2
to 4 percent. Peak flows at 2030 are projected to be 608 mgd in the
separated portion of the system. Water conservation will not change the
timing or size of any facilities currently planned. Based on this analysis
and the fact that water conservation benefits are uncertain because they
are not mandatory, King County did not assume any benefits from water
conservation in the RWSP or the Brightwater Draft EIS.

Response to Comment I408-332

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow
Analysis, of the Final EIS. A summary of this information is available in
the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Response to Comment I408-333

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-203 in this letter for
information on infiltration and inflow control.

Response to Comment I408-334

If all stormwater were removed from Seattle’s collection system, it
would eliminate the need for combined sewer overflow (CSO) projects.
Three of the CSO projects in the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP) were CSO treatment facilities, which would not be needed. At
the West Point Treatment Plant, a removal of stormwater inflow would
significantly reduce the flows coming to the plant.   Nearly all of the
flow would then receive secondary treatment, freeing up the extra 140
mgd of peak primary treatment that is now given to flows greater than
300 mgd. 

If only stormwater inflow were removed (and not infiltration), not much
of the secondary treatment capacity would be freed up because for the
combined West Point system, average wet-weather flow (AWWF) is
defined on a non-storm basis and the flows occurring on days that it
rains and on days immediately following rainy days are not counted in
the AWWF computation. Therefore, stormwater inflow essentially is not
counted in the current AWWF calculation for West Point. A removal of
both inflow and infiltration would recover about 50 mgd of AWWF.
However, it is not deemed feasible to remove all infiltration and inflow
from the system.

Response to Comment I408-335

The No Action Alternative by definition means that the applicant will
not take action on the proposal. Under the No Action Alternative, King
County would not build the Brightwater System. Please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
Comment W3-58.

Response to Comment I408-336

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-85 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I408-337

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-54 in this letter. Under the
No Action Alternative, King County would not implement the part of
the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) that calls for
construction of a third wastewater treatment plant. Other RWSP
programs and projects, however, would be implemented under the No
Action Alternative. For more information on the No Action Alternative,
please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action
Alternative, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-338

If all infiltration and inflow (I/I) and stormwater were removed from the
collection system, emergency overflows would be handled in the same
way they are now. The difference would be in the frequency and volume
of overflows. If I/I and stormwater were removed, overflows would not
be caused by peak wet-weather flows exceeding pipe and pump station
capacities. Rather, emergency overflows could still occur during power
outages, electrical and mechanical failures, structural failures, etc. In
such emergencies, pump stations and/or regulator gates would be
operated to store flow upstream of the problem area where possible,
and/or flows would be diverted away from the problem area to a
different conveyance pipe, where possible. There would be no need for
CSO projects if all stormwater and I/I were removed from the system.
However, it is not deemed feasible to remove all I/I from the collection
system.

Response to Comment I408-339

The scoping document and a summary of the Draft EIS were mailed to
approximately 60,000 addresses, including at least all addresses within
500 feet of the proposed alternative conveyance routes. Because existing
mail carrier routes were used in many areas, this mailing reached much
farther. Emergency flow management was discussed in Chapter 3 of the
Draft EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-340

King County is seeking to mitigate significant adverse environmental
impacts to the affected environment. King County has conducted

additional studies on the effects of the Brightwater project to wells and
aquifers. The expected effects to the Cross Valley Aquifer during both
the construction and operational phases of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS. As shown by these analyses, effects to the Cross Valley
Sole Source Aquifer are anticipated to be negligible. Mitigation is not
expected to be required beyond proposed site engineering and facility
design. Implementation of a Potable Water Supply Plan for private well
users is not expected to be required.

Response to Comment I408-341

King County does need separate NPDES permits for the construction
and for the operation of a treatment plant at both sites. The NPDES
operating permit for the plant covers the entire Brightwater System,
including the treatment plant, conveyance, and outfall. The permits will
be issued by the Washington State Department of Ecology. 

King County does need an NPDES permit for the construction of
conveyance portals. The operation of the conveyance and portals will be
covered under the NPDES operating permit for the entire system. The
conveyance does not carry its own operational permit from the
Washington State Department of Ecology. 

King County has been having conversations with the Washington State
Department of Ecology about the construction stormwater permitting
scenario for the Brightwater project. A single construction stormwater
permit for the entire system or two permits— one for the plant site and
one for the entire conveyance route—are possible options. No decision
has yet been made on which option to pursue. 
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Response to Comment I408-342

Information on known contamination at the plant sites and in
portal areas is included in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, and in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. There is
considerable information on the Unocal site, in particular,
and some on the Route 9 site. Further information is being
gathered on the Route 9 site as part of ongoing predesign
efforts. Limited information is currently available for the
conveyance system/portals and will be augmented with more
specific investigations after the final alignment is selected.

Response to Comment I408-343

The proposed Brightwater project is subject to a number of
federal laws under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, including Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act
of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).
Section 10 applies to all work in navigable waters of the
United States, which in this case would be construction of the
marine outfall structure in Puget Sound. Section 404 applies
to the discharge of dredged or fill material into navigable
waters of the United States, as well as all other waters of the
United States including wetlands. Section 404 would apply to
any filling activities associated with the outfall structure,
clearing and grading activities in wetlands associated with
construction of the wastewater treatment plant, construction
of portals and conveyance pipelines in wetlands and streams,
and filling of stream beds relocated on the treatment plant
site. Section 10 and Section 404 are administered by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. At this time, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers believes an individual permit is needed for the
system.

Response to Comment I408-344

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 
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Response to Comment I408-345

Dewatering is an important consideration for all construction activities
that affect groundwater. The NPDES construction stormwater permit
from the Department of Ecology will regulate the discharge quantity and
quality of groundwater where applicable during the construction of the
Brightwater System. 

Response to Comment I408-346

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Response to Comment I408-347

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) may issue
permits for short-term water use under the Water Resource Program
Policy POL-1037.  King County does not anticipate the need for this
permit.  However, if this permit is required under state law, then King
County will work with Ecology to ensure all criteria are met. 

Response to Comment I408-348

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-349

Temporary groundwater extraction during construction would require an
NPDES permit for discharge of the water, implemented by the
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology). A specific permit
is not required for the extraction unless the volumes and duration are
great enough to require a temporary water right, also issued by Ecology.
If extraction is done using a well, the well must be constructed in
accordance with regulations overseen by Ecology. Local agencies that
issue construction permits may have additional requirements related to
the discharge of water from a dewatering operation.

Response to Comment I408-350

For a discussion of groundwater and aquifer conditions, please refer to
Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final

EIS. Phase 3, Volume 1 Technical Documentation, contains
geotechnical data reports on the Brightwater Treatment Plant and
conveyance alternatives. These documents can be found in area libraries
or upon request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799,
toll-free at 1-88-707-8571. Please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information on mitigation. 

Response to Comment I408-351

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment I408-352

Additional borings, soil samples, and testing have been conducted at the
Route 9 site since the Draft EIS. These additional data have indicated
that the outwash at the site is recessional outwash versus advance
outwash as the Draft EIS reported. The difference between these two
types of outwash is essentially the glaciation depositional method (i.e.,
advanced outwash laid down as the glacier is advancing and recessional
outwash laid down as the glacier is receding). Recessional outwash is
present on the majority of the site; fill layers and minor quantities of
other geologic deposits were noted at the ground surface, as
characterized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS. Please refer to figures in Appendix 6-B that depict the amount of
different geologic deposits present at the ground surface of the Route 9
site.

Making “interpretations” is the standard of practice with respect to
identifying geologic deposits. A variety of observations, data, and
testing, if available, is considered to interpret from which formation a
deposit originates. An understanding of the region’s geologic processes
and how soil layers have been deposited is also key in interpreting
geology.

As part of the Final EIS, King County drilled seven additional borings at
the Route 9 site, with three of the borings going to 90 feet and one
boring going to 500 feet below the ground surface. Multiple levels of
groundwater monitoring devices were installed to measure groundwater
pressures at various depths beneath the ground. In addition, for the 500-
foot boring, continuous coring drilling methods were used to get the best
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sample possible to evaluate soil layers with depth. These additional data,
along with the data summarized in the Draft EIS, are more than
sufficient to characterize the existing affected environment and to
conduct analyses of groundwater impacts and mitigations for the
Brightwater System. Please refer to Chapter 4 and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

There is a negligible risk of contamination to the confining unit because
of its depth below the ground surface, the greater porosity and aquifer
flow rate of the soil unit above the confining layer, and the relatively
low permeability of the confining layer.

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15. The groundwater analyses conducted and
summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS show negligible risk to down-gradient private wells as a result of
construction and operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the
Route 9 site. In addition, as an extra precaution, if adverse effects do
occur, King County would implement a Potable Water Supply Plan to
provide drinking water to the affected user. King County is greatly
concerned about private wells.
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Response to Comment I408-353 

Woodinville Water District derives its water from the Seattle
Public Utilities (SPU) Tolt River Pipeline. The Woodinville
Water District purchases all its water supply from the City of
Seattle for distribution to its customers.

Response to Comment I408-354

Additional work was done to gather information about
private wells in the vicinity of the Brightwater facilities.
Locations of documented wells, including Group A and B
wells in the Crystal Lake area, are shown in Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS. Additional information can be found in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, for a detailed
description regarding potential impacts from dewatering, and
Comment W5-43, for a detailed description regarding
potential impacts to the environment from contamination
during construction and operation of the Brightwater
treatment plant sites.

Response to Comment I408-355

King County determines ”just compensation” for real
property based upon an independent appraisal. Uniform
standards for professional appraisal practice do not allow
appraisers to make assumptions concerning levels of
contamination. Each appraisal report is also reviewed by an
independent review appraiser to assure that appraisal
standards are met. Subsequent environmental investigation,
including testing, may quantify levels of contamination that
could affect market value.  

Response to Comment I408-356

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 
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Response to Comment I408-357

Excavation volumes are tabulated in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. The
ultimate disposition of the excavated soils has not been determined but
will be evaluated and determined during the design phase. However, it
is known that most of the excavated soils at the portal locations will be
taken off the portal sites for reuse elsewhere.

Response to Comment I408-358

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.
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Response to Comment I408-359

Thank you for stating your preference.

Response to Comment I408-360

Since the Draft EIS, the treatment plant layout at the Route 9
site has been refined to decrease its visibility and to provide
more visual screening elements (for example, planting trees
and burying the structures deeper). This refined layout results
in no retaining wall structures at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment I408-361

Responses to these questions are addressed in the responses
to the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments
W5-15 and W5-43. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for detailed information.

Response to Comment I408-362

King County does not anticipate any vibration and settlement
as a result of conveyance construction. King County’s
contract agreements require our contractors to carry liability
insurance coverage when performing work on behalf of the
County. Ultimately, the contractor performing the work is
responsible for dealing directly with a citizen or business to
resolve a damage claim. Under current Wastewater
Treatment Division policy, King County works with
contractors and construction managers to develop procedures
for handling damage claims. If the County has reason to
believe the contractor’s response to a citizen claim is
inadequate, the County can withhold monies equal to the
value of the claim from the contractor’s progress payments
until the issue is resolved.

If the contractor denies a claim and a person wishes to pursue
a damage claim with King County, the individual must file a
claim with the King County Office of Risk Management.
The Office of Risk Management follows its own established
legal process to evaluate and address claims against the
County. Once a formal claim against the County has been
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filed, the Office of Risk Management takes the lead in processing the
claim.

Response to Comment I408-363

This EIS evaluates the impacts that would result from construction of
the portals and conveyance system. Affected residents, businesses, and
jurisdictions have all been notified of the proposal and this EIS, as
described in the response to Blumenthal, Comment  I353-1.

Response to Comment I408-364

No private wells located near conveyance tunnels or portals are
expected to be contaminated by construction activities. Groundwater
would seep into portals and tunnels under a hydraulic pressure gradient
during construction, thus preventing contaminants, if present, from
moving into an adjoining aquifer. For additional information in regard
to private wells, please refer to the response to Comment I408-313 in
this letter. 

With regard to spoil quantities and disposal, please refer to the response
to the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-
15, and W5-40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater. Additives that may be mixed with tunnel “spoil” for
handling purposes are also described in Appendix 6-B.

Response to Comment I408-365

An influent pump station at the Route 9 treatment plant site would be
required for either conveyance option. Please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for
updated conveyance and portal information. 

Response to Comment I408-366

The influent and effluent tunnels described in the Draft EIS have a 14-
foot outer diameter. Further engineering analysis after the publication of
the Draft EIS changed the diameters and alignments of the tunnels. For
example, the Preferred Alternative (the Route 9-195th Street System)
now has a 12-foot outer diameter influent tunnel from Portal 11 to Portal
44, a 12- to 14-foot-diameter effluent tunnel from Portal 44 to Portal 19,
and a combined influent/effluent tunnel from Portal 44 to the Route 9

site with a tunnel diameter of 24 feet. Additional detail regarding the
revisions for this system alternative, as well as the other two system
alternatives, is described in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-367

Estimates of groundwater inflows during tunnel construction for all of
the conveyance pipelines, including the portion between Portal 41 and
the Route 9 plant site, are included in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Estimates of soil
excavation (spoil) volumes are included in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-368

Under the No Action Alternative, King County would not
implement the part of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP) that calls for construction of a third wastewater
treatment plant. Other RWSP programs and projects,
however, would be implemented under the No Action
Alternative. For more information on the No Action
Alternative, please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-J,
Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-369

Under the No Action Alternative, King County would not
implement the part of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP) that calls for construction of a third wastewater
treatment plant. For more information on the No Action
Alternative, please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-J,
Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I408-370

The reference information was used as it supported the
discussion of potential adverse impacts from the existing
homeowners septic tanks. No additional comparison of land
use during the 1980's versus land use now has been
completed. Please refer to Appendix 3-L, Evaluation of the
No Action Alternative, of the Final EIS.

Please refer to the response to Anderson, Comment I1-2 for a
discussion of the Brightwater service area population, the
number of septic systems in the Brightwater service area and
the basis for these calculations. Please refer to the responses
to Comments I408-52, I408-53 and I408-136 in this letter for
a discussion of the planning and implementation of adequate
wastewater treatment capacity in the region, the benefits of a
regional wastewater system, and the Federal and State
agencies responsible for developing and enforcing water
quality standards.
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Response to Comment I408-371

The change in zoning for the referenced area does not change the
density of uses that exist in the area today. The purpose of this EIS is
not to resolve or re-analyze regional land use planning that has already
occurred. Rather, it is to provide wastewater service to growth as
forecast and approved in the most environmentally and economically
sound manner. Please refer to the response to Comment I408-53 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-372

Please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS for a discussion of impacts to
the existing Cross Valley Water District utility lines in the project
vicinity.

Response to Comment I408-373

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-374

Brightwater facilities are being built to address the projected needs for
additional wastewater capacity identified in comprehensive plans in the
service area. The impacts of new development, which may follow the
construction of Brightwater, have already been addressed in the context
of the SEPA review conducted earlier in conjunction with the adoption
of local comprehensive plans in the jurisdictions included within the
Brightwater Service Area. In addition, local comprehensive plans
designate the proposed general distribution and general location and
extent of land uses, including population densities, building intensities,
and estimates of future population growth. These plans also outline the
general location, proposed location, and capacity of all existing and
proposed utilities, RCW 36.70A.070. The result is that under the
Washington State Growth Management Act, state-generated population
projections drive local land use planning processes; those processes
control the location and type of new development, which in turn dictate
the general location and size of wastewater treatment facilities as well as
other utilities. Moreover, if the Brightwater Treatment Plant is located at

Route 9, it would not connect to areas outside the Urban Growth Area.
Rather, it would be providing wastewater services to urban areas within
the King County Service Area. The Final EIS contains a discussion of
indirect and cumulative impacts, as required by SEPA. The Final EIS
also addresses the possible reasonable mitigation measures, which could
address the probable significant adverse environmental impacts of
Brightwater facilities.

The anticipated dirt and earthwork for the Brightwater facilities is
described in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-375

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) generates their data by
allocating regional population and employment forecasts to small
geographic areas called Forecast Analysis Zones. FAZ boundaries are
derived from census tracts. Forecast Analysis Zones (FAZs) and the
Maltby Urban Growth Area are non-coincidental. For more information
on growth rates in Snohomish County, please see the PSRC’s Web site
at: http://www.psrc.org/index.htm

Response to Comment I408-376

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for more
information on cost comparisons. For details on capacity charge please
refer to the response to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Comment F1-2. 

Response to Comment I408-377

For information on how new and current facilities are paid for, please
refer to the response to Comment I408-80 in this letter.  Please refer to
the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for additional
information on cost and economic impacts.

Response to Comment I408-378

The cumulative impacts of the proposed Brightwater System are
included in the water quality investigations that can be found in
Appendix 6-I, Effluent Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater
Membrane Bioreactor and Advanced Primary System, and are
summarized in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. In these studies, Brightwater



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 2076

discharges were added to the existing Puget Sound concentrations prior
to assessing impact, therefore all existing pollution sources are taken
into account. These studies concluded that Brightwater contributes an
insignificant increase to the low risks present in Puget Sound. 

Essentially all constituents will partition or bind to the sediments. The
degree to which they bind is a continuum, with some constituents highly
likely to be bound while others less likely to bind. By proposing to use
the membrane bioreactor treatment technology, King County would
reduce the amount of sediment-bound constituents being discharged.
Membrane bioreactors reduce the amount of total suspended solids (i.e.,
sediments) discharged relative to conventional activated sludge. The
anticipated daily output for all constituents can be found in Appendix 6-
I.

Potential impacts to benthic organisms from chemicals that accumulate
in sediments were investigated by King County in the Phase 3
Brightwater Marine Outfall Water Quality Investigations (Parametrix
and Intertox, 2002). This evaluation was conducted for sediments next
to the outfalls, for sediments located where the effluent plume intersect
the Puget Sound bottom, and at sensitive nearshore areas. In all
instances, chemical levels in sediments were predicted to remain below
those that are protective of benthic organisms. Additional analysis of
sediments and benthic communities surrounding existing outfalls shows
no accumulation of effluent constituents nor changes in the organisms
that live in the bottom sediments.

Response to Comment I408-379

King County has evaluated the best available technologies. The
proposed treatment process has been revised since publication of the
Draft EIS and currently includes membrane bioreactors (MBRs) for
secondary treatment. Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for a discussion
of the proposed treatment process.
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Response to Comment I408-380

Sensitive areas are considered in development of mitigation
at the treatment plant sites. The Final EIS has been revised
based on the results of additional analyses and work done to
minimize impacts to groundwater and surface water. For
example, construction and operation of the treatment plant
facilities at the Route 9 site are planned to minimize
dewatering of shallow groundwater, thereby lessening effects
on groundwater and Little Bear Creek. The groundwater
removed by dewatering would be monitored for water
quality, treated if necessary, and returned to Little Bear Creek
either directly or by infiltration.

Response to Comment I408-381

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-382

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9 and W5-15.

Response to Comment I408-383

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS has been revised to describe in
detail potential impacts to groundwater. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
for a more detailed discussion. 

Response to Comment I408-384

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-126.

Response to Comment I408-385

Please refer to the responses to Comments I408-28 through
I408-593 in this letter. The Final EIS provides additional
specificity with respect to plant, conveyance, and portal
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information. Following issuance of the Final EIS and the King County
Executive’s decision on a Brightwater System, jurisdictions with
regulatory authority over the design of Brightwater facilities will be able
to conduct additional discussions and receive additional public input
concerning the detailed design features for Brightwater facilities. Please
refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-386

Washington State and local regulations for sensitive areas are some of
the most stringent in the United States. By complying with local
sensitive/critical areas ordinances and mitigating all significant adverse
and cumulative impacts as required by SEPA, King County will be
applying the best available science and management practices known at
this time to Brightwater construction and operation.

Response to Comment I408-387

During the wet season, additional erosion measures might be
implemented. These would include limiting the areas of active
construction, temporarily ceasing ground disturbance activities during
periods of heavy rain, and using special treatment methods to remove
silt and other pollutants from construction runoff. For more information,
please refer to Appendix 6-C, Management of Water Quality During
Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-388

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-362 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-389

At this stage, design is still proceeding and no contractors have been
selected to construct the project. 

With respect to preparation of spill prevention plans, stormwater
pollution prevention plans, and hazardous waste plans, it is premature to
prepare these documents prior to the completion of the design of the
project. Many of these elements will be required as part of the
permitting process, and consistent with the intent of SEPA, the Final
EIS provides sufficient detail to disclose impacts and provide a

meaningful level of comparison among alternatives. For example, a
Spill Prevention and Emergency Cleanup Plan is required as part of a
Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). These requirements are part of the
2001 Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, which
King County will follow in handling stormwater during construction
and operation. As described in Chapter 6 for facility operation, liquids at
the treatment plant site will be used and stored in accordance with
applicable requirements of the Uniform Fire Code (UFC) for spill
control and secondary containment (Section 8003.1.3 UFC). King
County will require the contractors to submit as part of the contract
documents a section on Environmental Controls, which will include an
oil spill prevention and control plan.  This document is submitted prior
to construction and is subject to King County’s review and approval. 

More information on the presence of contamination on the treatment
plant and candidate portal sites has been provided in the Final EIS.
Please refer to Chapter 4 and to Appendix 4-D, Phase 1 Environmental
Site Assessment –Route 9 Parcels, of the Final EIS. For more
information on spill response planning, please refer to the responses to
the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-35 and
W5-77; and Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-123.  
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Response to Comment I408-390

As discussed in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS, utilities within
the project area include water, sanitary sewer, natural gas,
and underground/overhead power and communication cables.
The discussion under Impacts and Mitigation describes
potential utility relocations at the Route 9 and Unocal sites
and along identified conveyance corridors. The discussion
also indicates that utility congestion in the project area was
found to be low and there appears to be sufficient width of
existing rights-of-way to locate the Brightwater conveyance
pipe without the relocation of a parallel utility. During the
design phase of the selected Brightwater System, King
County would coordinate with affected local utility service
providers to assist in utility locations/relocations and to
identify specific mitigation measures to minimize impacts to
utility customers and service providers. Appropriate
relocation costs will be assessed during the final design stage
of the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment I408-391

Detailed site assessments are being done as part of the
environmental characterization of the site and the Phase 1
reports are included as part of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-392

King County Wastewater Treatment Division does not
assume that all corridor sites are contaminated so assessed
values can be decreased. The assessed values are determined
by the Assessor’s departments of the respective counties and
not by the Wastewater Treatment Division. King County
Wastewater Treatment Division hires independent appraisers
to conduct a valuation of each property to determine its fair
market value. 

Response to Comment I408-393

The need for cleanup activities at specific locations will be
evaluated during the design phase after an alternative has
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been selected. King County has conducted a preliminary survey of the
project area sufficient to show that significant problems are likely only
at the Unocal, Chevron, and Route 9 sites. Some contamination may
also be present in long-time commercial areas along the conveyance
corridors. This is further described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, and Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. If contamination is
encountered, it will be remediated in accordance with all applicable
requirements, specifically the Washington State Department of Ecology
cleanup regulations under WAC 173-340.

Response to Comment I408-394

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I408-395

The geotechnical data in the Draft EIS represents an appropriate level of
information for the assessment of impacts associated with a regional
facility of this magnitude and scope.  Additional information, made
available for public comment in the summer 2003 technical seminars,
further enhanced knowledge of the geotechnical conditions along
conveyance routes, and supported the preparation of a Final EIS that
assesses the impacts of the three conveyance alternatives under
consideration in additional detail. Please refer to Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
Geotechnical work will continue beyond the Final EIS to support design
and follow-on construction.

Response to Comment I408-396

The majority of existing unpaved surface at the Route 9 site has been
heavily compacted from industrial site uses, which limits infiltration.
The layout of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site shown
in the Final EIS results in a greater amount of land area that would
promote infiltration of runoff into the underlying soil. Also, runoff that
does not infiltrate would be managed onsite in compliance with permit
conditions for subsequent discharge to the area creeks.

Response to Comment I408-397

The reason that a gravity pipeline would not typically leak into the
groundwater is due to the pressure differential between the groundwater
and the wastewater inside the tunnel. The higher pressure groundwater
will try to enter the tunnel rather than the wastewater, which has no
pressure, try to leak out. 

The effluent pipeline for the Route 9 195th Street System Alternative
would be pressurized from the treatment plant site to Portal 5, after
which the pipeline would transition to unpressurized gravity flow. The
Route 9 228th Street System Alternative would be pressurized from the
plant to Portal 26. The reach from Portal 26 to the outfall at Portal 19
will be gravity flow. For the pressurized sections, smaller pipes will be
installed inside the tunnel. The Unocal system would have a pressurized
effluent pipeline from the treatment plant directly to the outfall.

Grout is a mixture of sand, pea gravel (pebbles smaller than 3/8 inch in
size), portland cement, and water. Portland cement is composed of
aluminum oxide, ferric oxide, gypsum, tricalcium silicate, dicalcium
silicate, tricalcium aluminate, and tetracalcium aluminoferrite. A typical
mixture has the volume of sand twofold to threefold greater than the
volume of Portland cement, while the volume of pea gravel is equal to
or twice that of the Portland cement. Enough water is added to make the
mixture have low viscosity without causing the materials to segregate
during mixing.

Response to Comment I408-398

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. Significant additional data gathering and
groundwater analyses have been conducted for the treatment plant sites
since the Draft EIS. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS and the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Response to Comment I408-399

During construction of the outfall, sediment would be suspended into
the water column during the open cut and backfilling of the nearshore
trench. Employing construction techniques that limit the dispersal of
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sediment (fully closing clamshell excavation equipment, sheeting, etc)
will minimize this potential impact. These potential impacts will only
occur during construction.

During operation, particulate matter would be discharged from the
outfall and will accumulate near the diffuser. Analysis of sediment
chemistry and the biological community surrounding existing outfalls
demonstrates that the presence of an outfall does not alter the sediments
in the area to a measurable degree. Please refer to the Water Quality
Status Report for Marine Water: 1999 and 2000 (King County, 2001). 

Response to Comment I408-400

It is acknowledged that the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
well database has limitations with respect to private wells installed prior
to the early 1970s. The expected effects to aquifers during both the
construction and operational phases of the Brightwater Treatment Plant
are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS. As shown by these analyses, effects to the groundwater
aquifers in the area are anticipated to be negligible. In addition, King
County will implement a Potable Water Supply Program should a
private well user be impacted.

Response to Comment I408-401

For information on the aerosol impacts, please refer to the response to
Littlefield, Comment B3-6.

Response to Comment I408-402

There are no chemicals proposed for the Brightwater Treatment Plant
that would require a Risk Management Plan. Please refer to Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more
information.
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Response to Comment I408-403

The quantity of sulfuric acid to be stored onsite is under the
threshold for a Risk Management Plan. The Brightwater
Treatment Plant would be required to submit a listing of
types and quantities of chemicals used onsite under the
Federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-
Know Act (as implemented in 40 CFR 372, 40 CFR 355, and
40 CFR 370). The plant could be required to submit a Form
R annually as required by 40 CFR 372 for specific toxic
chemicals; sulfuric acid, which could be used in the multi-
stage odor scrubbers, could potentially be used at the facility
in quantities that exceed the Form R annual use quantity
threshold for reporting. The plant would likely be subject to
the annual reporting requirements of 40 CFR 355, because
the amount of sulfuric acid stored at the plant would be above
the 40 CFR 355 storage threshold quantity of 1,000 pounds.
Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more information.

Response to Comment I408-404

Sodium bisulfite would be used for dechlorination of the
plant effluent if required. For Route 9, the long transit time in
the effluent conveyance system would consume the chlorine
residual, and therefore no dechlorination would be required
prior to discharge to Puget Sound. For Unocal, dechlorination
would be required prior to discharge to Puget Sound. The
quantity of sodium bisulfite required would be low. Sodium
bisulfite is not a toxic or hazardous air pollutant.

A detailed map showing where the Puget Sound convergent
zones flow during the four seasons does not exist. The wind
roses for the Paine Field, Route 9, and Unocal meteorological
stations are included in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. A wind rose is a graphical
representation of wind speed and direction over a discrete
period of time. The dispersion modeling used to predict odor
impacts uses the hourly data that are summarized in the wind
roses. King County provided additional information about the
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dispersion modeling procedures used and the meteorological data used
in the odor and air quality modeling in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

The 1985 Climates of the States typically discusses meteorological data
collected from 1951 to 1980. Periods of El Niño and La Niña did occur
during that time period. The information from Climates of the States is
used to describe the general climate of the area. The data from the book
are not used in the modeling. The air dispersion modeling is based on
the data collected from the Paine Field, Route 9, and Unocal
meteorological stations.

The topography of an area can create potential challenges to good air
dispersion. Because impacts are not dependent on topography only but
are also dependent on emission rates and meteorology, whether or not
those challenges are enough to create odor or health impacts must be
determined by modeling. 

Even without wind, the velocity and temperature of the exhaust gases
would create some dispersion after the gases leave the stack. Included in
the modeling were ambient impacts determined during stable
conditions, also called Class F conditions. Class F stability, an hourly
calculation made from the onsite meteorological data, can occur only at
night when the two temperature sensors record an inversion condition
where the air temperature is warmer aloft, in this case at the 33-foot (10
meter) level, than at the surface 6.6-foot (2-meter) level. In addition, the
wind speed must be less than 6.6 feet (2 meters)/second.

Response to Comment I408-405

The map scale shown on Figure 5-3 of the Draft EIS would not allow
labeling of individual sensitive receptors and, as shown, there are
numerous schools in the overall project vicinity. Please refer to the
revised text in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS for more detailed discussion of
odor impacts from a treatment plant at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment I408-406

Odor along the influent conveyance tunnel would be contained at each
portal by enclosing the wastewater in the portal and venting and treating
the air exposed to the wastewater in an odor prevention system. Several

odor prevention options are being explored that include carbon
scrubbers, multistage chemical odor scrubbers, and chemicals injected
into the wastewater to prevent odor formation. Modeling and
meteorological data were not collected at the portals because the portal
emissions are small in comparison to the treatment plant emissions and
King County has installed numerous odor prevention systems at offsite
facilities that do prevent odor impacts. Odor prevention systems would
be designed to handle worst-case collection system operating
conditions. For additional information, please refer to Appendix 5-B,
Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

BASTE modeling of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), hazardous air
pollutant (HAPs), and odors has been used globally at over 200
wastewater treatment plants. East Bay Municipal Utility District
(EBMUD), located in Oakland, California, used the BASTE model in its
own air and odor emissions estimating and emission inventories for its
air operating permits and to determine offsite odor impacts. EBMUD’s
wastewater treatment plant is similar to Brightwater, and the BASTE
model is often used to predict odor and air emissions from wastewater
treatment plants. The emissions from BASTE models used at plants that
have operating climates and loadings similar to Brightwater, along with
direct emissions testing data from other similar treatment plants, were
used to develop Brightwater’s emission inventory because no actual
data from Brightwater are available yet. Influent wastewater
characteristics were conservatively chosen from treatment plants in
other areas of the United States to predict the worst-case emissions.
Brightwater’s site-specific meteorology and topography for both the
Route 9 and Unocal sites were used, in combination with the worst-case
emission estimates, in the dispersion modeling to predict offsite odor
and air toxic concentrations. This conservative approach is geared to
over-predict air and odor emission impacts at the property line, because
Brightwater influent would likely have much lower odor and air
emissions loadings than used in this evaluation.

Response to Comment I408-407

The treatment plant would likely emit ethylene dibromide that enters the
plant in the influent wastewater and volatilizes during the wastewater
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treatment process, but emissions would be below the acceptable source
impact level (ASIL) set by Puget Sound Clean Air Agency.

Response to Comment I408-408

King County monitors all regulatory developments at the Environmental
Protection Agency, and will comply with regulations as they are
adopted. 

Response to Comment I408-409

Ethylene dibromide (EDB) is a colorless, heavy organic liquid with a
mildly sweet chloroform-like odor. Ethylene dibromide is mainly used
in anti-knock gasoline mixtures, particularly in aviation fuel. It is also
used as a solvent for resins, gums, and waxes; in waterproofing
preparations; in making dyes and drugs; and as a pesticide for grains and
fruit. It is not likely that this compound would be used at the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, but would likely be in the treatment plant
influent wastewater from industrial sources that discharge to the
Brightwater collection system. There are limited studies on the effects
of EDB on aquatic life, but it can be presumed to be toxic. Animal
studies undertaken to understand human health risks indicate that
chronic exposure to ethylene dibromide may result in toxic effects to the
liver, kidney, and the testis, irrespective of the route of exposure (EPA
Technology Transfer Network, Air Toxics Web site at
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/index.html).

Response to Comment I408-410

Vinylidene chloride would not be used at the treatment plant. Some
amounts of the chemical would be in the influent wastewater.

Response to Comment I408-411

There would be no storage of methane or natural gas at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant, both of which are explosive gases. The mitigation of
the systems that use these gases is to design them in accordance with
applicable codes and regulations and to minimize the volume of gas
onsite at any time.

Response to Comment I408-412

Local meteorological data collected at the Route 9 onsite meteorological
station for 9 months in 2002–2003 have been included in the dispersion
modeling analysis for the Final EIS and are included in Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Although construction impacts are temporary, they would be mitigated
based on the requirements of the PS Clean Air for minimizing air
quality impacts to ambient air. PS Clean Air Regulation I Section 9.15
states “No person shall allow visible emissions unless reasonable
precautions are employed.” Construction emissions would be mitigated
by watering roads, covering loaded dump trucks, washing trucks before
they exit the construction area, and minimizing idling vehicle times. 
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Response to Comment I408-413

Operations and construction trip numbers have been revised
since the Draft EIS and are presented in Chapter 16 and
Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and
Conveyance, of the Final EIS 

Response to Comment I408-414

Additional information about the wastewater treatment
process and the odor control technology selected is provided
in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of
the Final EIS. 

A source is considered a “Major Source” if it emits 100 tons
or more per year of any criteria pollutant. Hydrogen sulfide is
not a criteria pollutant, but is considered a toxic air pollutant.
Emissions of toxic air pollutants must be less than the
acceptable source impact levels. The hydrogen sulfide
emissions are less than 12 pounds per year and the ambient
impacts from hydrogen sulfide are less than the acceptable
source impact level. 

Response to Comment I408-415

All proposed facilities at either plant site would be covered.
Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information on
treatment processes.

Response to Comment I408-416

Secondary clarifiers are not required with the membrane
bioreactor technology. For more information on membrane
bioreactors in the secondary process at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-54.

Response to Comment I408-417

The odor prevention system used at Brightwater has been
proven to be effective at many similar applications globally.
The odor prevention system is outlined in detail in Appendix
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5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS, and
successful applications that use similar odor prevention approaches and
equipment are provided in the Phase 3 Technical Documentation
addressing odor. The ISCST3 dispersion model was used at both
locations to predict the offsite odor concentrations. This is accepted by
regulatory agencies for odor impact assessments and is an industry
standard. Dispersion modeling results vary between the two sites due to
the meteorological and topographical conditions at both locations, but
the odor prevention goal of no detectable odors at the property line
remains in place at both locations. Modeling is the only acceptable tool
available to predict offsite odors, because there is no treatment plant.
The ISCST3 model provides conservative results that err on over-
predicting any potential offsite impacts. For further confirmation that
models are accepted tools to predict offsite odor concentrations, even
for existing plants please contact the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency.

The hydrogen sulfide emission rate was greater in the Draft EIS for
Route 9 because the Route 9 site had uncovered secondary clarifiers.
For the Final EIS, there are no secondary clarifiers or uncovered
processes and the emissions are approximately the same for both the
Route 9 and Unocal sites. All odor prevention systems would remove
99.99 percent of hydrogen sulfide. At both sites, the offsite hydrogen
sulfide concentrations are well below initial odor detection limits at the
property line as described in Chapter 5 and Appendix 5-A of the Final
EIS.

Both the BASTE model and East Bay Municipal Utility District 1990
Emissions Inventory Report comply with the federal Clean Air Act
standards for volatile organic compounds (VOC) and hazardous air
pollutant (HAP) emission estimating approaches. The BASTE model
has been used on many VOC and HAP Federal Clean Air Act Title V
Operating Permits, has been listed as an acceptable model to use to
determine HAP inventories at chemical and wastewater treatment
plants, and is one of the accepted emission estimating models used by
many states and other regulatory agencies. EBMUD used its emissions
inventory in its own Clean Air Act Title V Operating Permit, which has
been approved and put in place by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District and EPA. Three agencies currently have
jurisdiction over air quality in King and Snohomish Counties: the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology), and the Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency (PS Clean Air). Each agency has developed its own air quality
standards under the Clean Air Act, but the standards are similar among
the agencies. Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more information.

All the volatile organic compounds and hazardous air pollutants that are
anticipated to be emitted from the Brightwater Treatment Plant are listed
in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final
EIS. In the past, King and Snohomish Counties were “nonattainment
areas” for carbon monoxide and ozone according to the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). EPA re-designated the
region as a “maintenance area” on October 10, 1996, for carbon
monoxide (CO) and on November 26, 1996, for ground-level ozone.
The Brightwater project, therefore, would be located in areas that are
currently designated “maintenance areas” for CO and ozone. In short,
the air quality in the area is good, and the focus of air quality regulatory
efforts is to ensure that it remains the same for the future. The area of
the proposed project meets the NAAQS for the other pollutants and
therefore is designated attainment for those pollutants. The Brightwater
Treatment Plant’s contribution to air emissions in the Puget Sound area
would be minor and the treatment plant is not expected to impact overall
compliance and attainment of the region. However, if air basin
compliance changes, several regulatory programs would be
implemented by the local and state air quality regulatory agencies that
could impact Brightwater. However, since trace air emissions can be
emitted, the likelihood of major air emission control requirements
affecting Brightwater in the future is very remote.

Response to Comment I408-418

There are negligible differences of operating the turbine generators on
natural gas or digester gas. The flare would likely be located next to the
digester because it is for emergency releases of digester gas. It is
operationally efficient to locate it next to the source of the potential gas
to be flared. The digester gas production for each phase is included in
Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. For the initial 36-mgd flow, the digester gas
should produce 0.7 MW of electricity.
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The energy requirements for each site have been updated since the Draft
EIS. The updated energy requirements can be found in Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. The influent
pumping requirements at the Route 9 site are higher than at the Unocal
site because of the greater depth of the influent pump station shaft.
There is no longer an effluent pump station at the Route 9 site because
the plant effluent would flow by gravity from the Route 9 site to Puget
Sound.

Response to Comment I408-419

The use of selective catalytic reduction (SCR) technology to reduce
nitrogen oxides requires that the digester gas be pretreated before
combustion to remove hydrogen sulfide and siloxanes. Because of the
additional cost of pre-treating the digester gas, SCR is currently not
cost-effective for turbines burning digester gas. Nitrogen oxide emission
reduction can be achieved in turbines burning digester gas using lean
pre-mix burner technology, which is what is currently being proposed.

Response to Comment I408-420

The tentative final date for the Combustion Turbine MACT is August
31, 2003, and the tentative final date for the Reciprocating Internal
Combustion Engines is February 28, 2004.

Response to Comment I408-421

Emissions of criteria pollutants from the proposed Brightwater System
would be well below the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
regulatory level of 250 tons per year (tpy). Emissions of any criteria
pollutant greater than 250 tpy would be considered significant and
would require a wastewater treatment plant to evaluate the impact of
their emissions for compliance with the National and State Ambient Air
Quality Standards. The local air agency can request that facilities with
less than 250 tpy model for ambient impact of a criteria pollutant if they
believe there is potential for a significant impact. Because facility wide
emissions of particulate less than 2.5 microns, PM2.5 for the 72-mgd
treatment plant, which has the highest emissions of the proposed
options, would be less than 7 tpy, PM2.5 was not modeled and the
proposed facility is not expected to significantly impact the region.

Response to Comment I408-422

The standby generators are required to meet the requirement of 40 CFR
Part 89. The emissions are well below the level that is considered
significant and ambient air quality levels for NOx, PM10, and CO
would not be impacted. Please refer to the response to Comment I408-
421 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-423

The cogeneration turbines would be part of the cogeneration facility. At
the Route 9 site, the cogeneration facility would be located in the
southeast corner of the treatment plant. At Unocal, the cogeneration
facility would be located in the southeast corner of the facility. The
treatment plant layouts are shown in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment 
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Response to Comment I408-424

The location and height of the emergency digester gas flare
would be decided during final design. The flares would be
enclosed and the burning gas would not be visible.

Response to Comment I408-425

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-421 in this
letter regarding compliance with the PM2.5 National
Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The emission factors used for the boilers are from AP-42
Section1.4 for small boilers with low Ox burners. King
County installed a meteorological station at the Route 9 site
in July 2002. For the Final EIS, data from July 2002
through March 2003 were used. Typically, a year or more is
desired, however, this data set includes the winter, which
includes worst-case stable conditions and inversions. In
addition, 4 years of data for Paine Field were modeled,
which include a greater frequency of worst-case
meteorological conditions that the Route 9 site. The air
modeling did take into account the air dispersion of the
localized area of the SR-9 bowl. There is equal study of
both Route 9 and Unocal meteorological data. The higher
emissions in the Draft EIS at Route 9 were due to the
uncovered secondary clarifiers and the Final EIS includes
covered processes at both sites and equal treatment plant
emissions. The different meteorological conditions create
different offsite concentrations.

Response to Comment I408-426

King County’s design policy of no detectable odors beyond
the Brightwater property line is applicable to both the
Unocal and the Route 9 sites. Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency (PS Clean Air) regulates both the Unocal and Route
9 site locations, and the same standards apply to both sites.

While the Clean Air Act and state and local regulations set
numerical standards for criteria pollutants, HAPs, and
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TAPs, they do not set numerical standards for odors. PS Clean Air
regulates odors in the Puget Sound area and enforces local and state law.
Puget Sound Clean Air Regulation I, Article 9.11(a), Chapter 70.94
(Revised Code of Washington (RCW)) and WAC 173-400-040 (4) and
(5) address odors and emissions that may be a detriment to a person or
property. Puget Sound Clean Air Regulation I, Article 9.11(a) says that:

It shall be unlawful for any person to cause or allow the
emission of any air contaminant in sufficient quantities and of
such characteristics and duration as is, or is likely to be,
injurious to human health, plant or animal life, or property, or
which unreasonably interferes with enjoyment of life and
property.

PS Clean Air may take enforcement action under this regulation upon
the proper documentation and identification of the source of odor.

Response to Comment I408-427

For the Final EIS, the emission controls for Unocal and Route 9 are the
same. Therefore, the emissions for the 54-mgd facility are the same for
both sites. Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for detailed information on the
analyses completed for the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-428

Open-cut construction method would be one option in the installation of
the local connections between the existing King County conveyance
system and the new Brightwater influent conveyance tunnel. The other
option would be microtunneling.

The areas that would need to have local connections installed for the
Route 9-195th and 228th Street Systems are at Portal Siting Areas 11,
44, and 41. Local connections for the Unocal System would need to be
constructed at Portal Siting Areas 11 and 14.

The alignments for each local connection and the decision for whether
all or portions of each local connection will be installed by open-cut
construction will be determined in the final design phase of the project,
after the publication of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-429

The materials used in the tunneling process will mostly be food-grade
lubricant in the tunnel boring machine, grout, the concrete segments,
rubber gaskets, steel nuts and bolts, and any soil conditioners that may
be used. The conditioners can be bentonite (a type of clay), corn starch,
or inert polymers. None of these materials have a volatile component
that would result in the potential for airborne emissions. The principal
air impact would be the generation of dust. Please refer to Chapter 5 and
Appendix 5-C, Construction-Related Air Quality Impacts: Conveyance,
of the Final EIS for discussion on airborne dust generation.

The compounds that would be added to the soils during tunneling would
most likely include either portland cement or sodium silicate grout for
ground modification purposes and soap, polymers, or bentonite for soil
conditioning purposes, as described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. These compounds or natural materials
are added to bind and stabilize soil, and are therefore not volatile. They
are also most commonly used where the tunnel is penetrating water-
bearing materials. Consequently, the soil (spoils) that is brought to the
surface when these materials are being used is wet or saturated and
resistant to dispersion by wind.  In any case, dust levels at the site will
be maintained within levels permitted by the local municipality and by
the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PS Clean Air).  

Response to Comment I408-430

The number, location, type, and size of odor control facilities that would
be constructed along the conveyance system are described in the Final
EIS. All odor control facilities would be constructed at the time of the
construction of the conveyance tunnels. Please refer to Appendix 5-B,
Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for additional information.

Response to Comment I408-431

As noted in Chapters 5 and 8 of the Final EIS, the backup generators at
the new offsite pump station required for the Unocal System would be
diesel-powered. Emissions from the generator would be substantially of
the same types as those listed in Tables 5-10 and 5-11. However, the
volume of emissions for the backup generators would be much less than
the amounts in the tables as the values in the tables are for the
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continuously operating gas turbines at the treatment plant, while the
backup generator would be used only during general maintenance and
when both power feeds to the new offsite pump station fail.

As part of King County’s pump station general maintenance schedule,
generators are turned on once a month to exercise the equipment and to
confirm the operational readiness of the backup power system. Each test
lasts approximately 1 hour.

Response to Comment I408-432

Under the No Action Alternative, King County would not implement
that part of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan that calls for the
construction of a third treatment plant. Please refer to Chapter 3 and
subsequent chapters of the Final EIS, and Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of
the No Action Alternative, of the Final EIS for information relating to
the No Action Alternative. 
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Response to Comment I408-433

The Brightwater EIS looks at both the indirect and
cumulative effects of the proposal. The Draft EIS identified a
number of potential impacts associated with the construction
and operation of Brightwater facilities. That analysis of
impacts has been supplemented and refined in the intervening
months and an updated analysis of impacts and reasonable
mitigation measures is set forth in the Final EIS. Included in
Chapter 5 of the Final EIS is an additional discussion of the
possible significant impacts to air quality and the possible
reasonable mitigation measures that could address the
probable significant adverse environmental impacts of
Brightwater facilities in the vicinity of the proposed Route 9
treatment plant site. Cumulative impacts are addressed for
various elements of the environment throughout the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I408-434

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Final EIS
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant. 

For information on the location of sensitive receptors, please
refer to the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment
C5-125, and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air-Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS, in particular where Appendix 5-A
discusses the Receptor Grid used in the dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment I408-435

Chapter 6 has been revised to discuss the surface water basins
in the Brightwater Service Area directly affected by the
Brightwater project. As outlined in WAC 197-11-440 (6)(a):
“This section of the EIS shall describe the existing
environment that will be affected by the proposal, analyze
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significant impacts of the alternatives including the proposed action, and
discuss reasonable mitigation measures….” WAC 1197-11-402(6)
states: “The basic features and analysis of the proposal, alternatives and
impacts shall be discussed in the EIS and shall be generally understood
without turning to other documents; however, an EIS is not required to
include all information conceivably relevant to a proposal…” The
evaluation has been revised in the Final EIS to characterize the affected
environment and focus on potentially significant impacts. A complete
listing of streams in the study area included on the state’s 303(d) listing
is not relevant to the analysis of significant impacts related to the
Brightwater project. Habitat limiting factors for potentially impacted
streams are discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. Identifying reasons
why Snohomish County streams are lower on the WRIA 8 priority
ranking than streams in King County is not relevant to the adequacy of
the EIS or the Brightwater proposal. A discussion of Washington State
Water Quality Standards as compared to the EPA’s criteria is included
in the response to Comment 1408-136 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-436

Please refer to the response to Comments I408-55 and I408-287 in this
letter for information.

Response to Comment I408-437

Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the
proposed stormwater facilities at the Brightwater Treatment Plant, as
well as Appendices 6-C, Management of Water Quality During
Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-F, Groundwater and
Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS,
which discuss the proposed stormwater facilities and the impacts of
stormwater discharges on the receiving water streams. Information is
presented in a manner that is appropriate to determine potential major
impacts to surface water bodies resulting from construction and
implementation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. The additional level
of detail requested in this comment would be provided as needed during
the permitting process for the Preferred Alternative. Additional
evaluations will be done in accordance with requirements of the
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), Washington State

Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Snohomish County as part of their
respective permitting projects. 

The King and Snohomish Executives, to assist in the development of
site selection criteria and provide oversight of the site selection process,
appointed the Siting Advisory Committee (SAC). This committee was
formed following this decision by the King County Council to move
forward with the development of the third regional wastewater treatment
plant. The review of this decision and the review of the growth
assumptions and models that led to this decision were not part of the
charter assigned to the SAC.

Mitigation measures that are termed “proposed” in the Final EIS are
considered part of the Brightwater proposal and will be included in the
project unless regulatory agencies or citizens prefer a different
mitigation approach that addresses the same impact or impacts.
Mitigation measures termed “potential” may be implemented with the
project if warranted by the impacts as design and permitting processes
proceed.

With respect to critical area regulations, Chapter 7 of the Final EIS
contains extensive information on critical area classifications and
regulations for both the treatment plant sites and conveyance corridors.
Information on wetlands and streams includes Ecology and local ratings,
as well as regulatory buffers. Critical area regulations differ among the
jurisdictions, as critical area regulation under Washington’s Growth
Management Act is the responsibility of local jurisdictions. As a result,
it is local regulations that will govern impacts to critical areas, not King
County’s regulations. Comparison of impacts that would occur under
King County’s regulations is therefore considered speculative and not
relevant to the EIS, particularly given that King County is currently
revising its regulations. King County will continue to coordinate with all
jurisdictions to comply with local critical area regulations and is
committed to appropriately mitigating impacts to critical areas in
accordance with these regulations.
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Response to Comment I408-438

The underestimation referred to in the comment has to do
with detention volume. SBUH has been used only to
calculate the volume needed for the water quality treatment
ponds, as is allowed by the agencies. The continuous
simulation model, Western Washington Hydrology Model,
was used to calculate detention volumes. Please refer to
Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management for the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS for a discussion of the
modeling used to estimate stormwater runoff. Impacts to
surface water are described in terms of probable impacts, not
worst-case impacts. 

Response to Comment I408-439

Mitigation is defined in the SEPA Rules under WAC 197-11-
768. Mitigation includes avoiding impacts by not taking a
certain action or parts of an action, and minimizing impacts
by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action and its
implementation, by using appropriate technology, or by
taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts. SEPA
requires the analysis and consideration of significant adverse
environmental impacts and discussion of reasonable
mitigation measures. SEPA does not require one type of
mitigation over another.

Response to Comment I408-440

At the Route 9 site, Little Bear Creek could potentially be
impacted by dewatering. Other small watercourses flowing
across the project site would be diverted around the site and
would not be affected. The shallow groundwater which
would be intercepted at this site would be conveyed,
discharged down-gradient of the site, and flow to Little Bear
Creek. No substantial impact upon creek flow is expected.

At the Unocal Site, Willow Creek could be impacted by
dewatering activities during construction. No dewatering is
proposed after construction is completed. A groundwater
cutoff wall is proposed to minimize impacts beyond the
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project site and no impact to Willow Creek is expected. More
information can be found in Appendices 6-C, Management of Water
Quality During Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-441

In the event that it is necessary to discharge groundwater into
local sewer systems, King County would coordinate with the
affected service provider during the design phase of the
project to determine agency requirements for connecting to
the sewer.  This would include any service agreements
between King County and the local sewer service provider.
Please refer to Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS
for a description of the local jurisdictions’ drainage
requirements and to Chapter 6 and Chapter 17 of the Final
EIS for a discussion of potential dewatering impacts.

Response to Comment I408-442

During construction, a portion of the dewatering water may
be infiltrated, but most would be discharged to surface
waters. Use of injection wells is not proposed at this time.
Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
proposed dewatering disposal. 

Response to Comment I408-443

King County will prepare a Biological Assessment as part of
permitting requirements to comply with the Endangered
Species Act. After reviewing King County’s evaluation, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries (the
Services) will determine whether a “take” will occur and
identify appropriate mitigation measures. King County is
already coordinating with these agencies and is incorporating
into construction and operation plans a number of measures
to prevent scouring or other impacts to salmonid habitat.

Response to Comment I408-444

The 72-mgd subalternative at the Unocal site is presented in
the Final EIS to allow the Cities of Lynnwood and/or
Edmonds to choose to evaluate the benefits of transferring
flows to Brightwater in the future. If they were to make such
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a proposal, they would be required to undertake environmental review
of the proposal, consistent with the SEPA Rules. Please refer to Chapter
3 of the Final EIS for more details on the 72-mgd sub-alternative.

Response to Comment I408-445

The proposed new barge dock has been removed from the proposal at
this time. If the Unocal alternative is selected and the barge dock is
desired for mitigation then the required additional environmental
analysis would be completed. Use of the existing barge dock at the Point
Wells is included in the Final EIS as potential mitigation for the traffic
impacts at Portal 19.

Response to Comment I408-446

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-445 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-447

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I408-448

If the Unocal site is selected, King County will be required to comply
with Model Toxics Control Act cleanup rules to complete the site
development and negotiate an agreement for cleanup with the
Washington State Department of Ecology, just as Unocal has been
required to do. Remediation planning will address management of
contaminated soil and groundwater and will be conducted during the
design phase of the project.

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for updated information on buffer
areas around the treatment plant sites. 

Response to Comment I408-449

Erosion and sedimentation impacts to Little Bear Creek would be
minimized during construction and operation by limiting dewatering
discharge consistent with Ecology recommendations, and by complying
with the Washington State Department of Ecology’s Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington (August 2001). In

particular, enhanced stormwater treatment would be used to minimize
turbidity and sedimentation. Please refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS
and the response to Comment I408-443 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-450

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I408-451

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-64 in this letter. Please
refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for the information on the siting
process and Chapter 3 for information concerning site size and plant
footprint. 

Response to Comment I408-452

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-64 in this letter. Please
refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and to the response to Comment the
I408-55 in this letter for the information on the siting process and
Chapter 3 for information concerning site size and plant footprint.

Response to Comment I408-453

Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a discussion of dewatering.

Response to Comment I408-454

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9 and W5-15. 
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Response to Comment I408-455

Additional evaluations have been conducted and are located
in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-456

The capacity of the Cross Valley sewer line is in excess of 16
million gallons per day. It has enough capacity to handle the
flows associated with construction dewatering.

Response to Comment I408-457

Land application for biosolids requires significant land area.
For Class B biosolids, which would be produced by the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, land application for agriculture
and forestry has stringent buffer requirements, public access,
and crop harvesting restrictions. There is insufficient land
available at either the Route 9 or Unocal site for onsite land
application.

Response to Comment I408-458

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-41,
regarding stormwater discharge standards, and Snohomish
County, Comment S3-66, regarding impacts on Little Bear
Creek.

Response to Comment I408-459

King County is committed to preserving and, when possible,
enhancing valuable habitat in Little Bear Creek, and is
designing a facility with state-of-the-art stormwater controls
to provide maximum protection to this stream. Stormwater
would be treated in full compliance with the Washington
State Department of Ecology Stormwater Management
Manual for Western Washington (August 2001), and would
include enhanced treatment to minimize impacts to
salmonids.
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Response to Comment I408-460

As discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, Watercourses 1-9 would be
routed south to Howell Creek. The 228th Street Creek (Channels A and
B) would be routed north to Unnamed Creek. These permanent flow
diversions would occur early in the construction period. The fish habitat
value of Howell and Unnamed creeks would be substantially improved
as a result of these diversions, as discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS. No substantial impact to streamflow is expected to occur to Little
Bear Creek due to dewatering activities. Please refer to the response to
Comment I408-440 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-461

Experience in the region indicates that fish may move into a newly
restored stream channel within a year of its construction. For instance,
coho salmon were observed in a newly daylighted section of Jenkins
Creek in south King County during the first spawning season following
culvert removal. Both Howell Creek and Unnamed Creek are proposed
for relocation and restoration. The newly planted vegetation is expected
to take on the order of 5 years or more to fully establish. The relocated
channels should be largely stabilized within the first year, and fish use
can be expected at that time or soon thereafter.

As discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, although considered very
unlikely, a worst-case release of untreated construction runoff could
transport sediment to Little Bear Creek. Some of this sediment might
temporarily settle along the creek bottom, forming a thin bottom layer.
This would be composed of a relatively fine material and would tend to
be flushed out of the creek during periods of higher flows. It would
likely be removed by the end of the wet season, prior to the summer
months.

Response to Comment I408-462

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-33 and to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-27 and W3-41.

Response to Comment I408-463

The guidelines in the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington (August
2001) meet reasonably foreseeable stormwater conditions, but do not
address so-called “worst-case” contingencies. For instance, in sizing
sediment ponds, the Manual recommends using the 2-year storm event,
although the 10-year storm event may be appropriate under certain
conditions, depending upon duration of construction and downstream
conditions. The Brightwater project proposes to use the 10-year storm
event for sizing sediment ponds. Construction at any given location at
the treatment plant site would last no more than 3 years. The chance of a
10-year storm occurring during this period and possibly exceeding pond
capacity is about one in three (33 percent). A sediment pond designed to
handle the worst-case storm might be sized for the 100-year (or possibly
greater) storm. However, the chances of such a storm occurring in any
given 3-year period is just over 3 percent, a very low likelihood.

In applying the stormwater treatment guidelines within the Manual, the
wastewater treatment plant is considered an industrial facility. The
Manual contains numerous methods for control of stored chemicals and
other contaminants. These are known as source controls and are
enumerated in detail in Volume IV of the Manual. The Brightwater
project would place special emphasis on using source control to
minimize the possibility that process chemicals or wastewater could
enter the treatment plant’s stormwater system. Please refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-75. As a result, it is very unlikely, although not
impossible, that a large spill would enter the plant’s stormwater system.
From a volume standpoint, the worst-case release scenario could result
from a major earthquake, explosion or similar, but very low-probability
calamity. A breakage of one of the large-diameter wastewater pipelines
could cause a release of raw or partially treated wastewater at the
treatment plant site. If this happened incoming effluent to the plant
would be quickly rerouted away from the plant. However, an escape of
wastewater at the site is conceivable. This would flow into the plant’s
stormwater system, where it would be diluted and partially detained and
isolated to prevent flow to local receiving waters. Eventually, some of
this flow would be released to the local receiving water, which could
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cause temporary water quality degradation, lasting for a period of up to
several days.

Twenty-five acres was the minimum sized area used to screen potential
treatment plant sites. The Unocal site is somewhat larger than this
minimum size and the treatment plant layout has been sized
accordingly.
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Response to Comment I408-464

The proposed wetpond would be constructed in an existing
cleared area adjacent to Willow Creek. It would not directly
impact the stream or the associated wetland.

Response to Comment I408-465

Information on the Uniform Fire Code requirements has been
added to the Chapter 17 of the Final EIS. Please refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Fire District No. 7,
Comment S1-2, for a discussion of procedures that would be
established to handle potential spills.

Response to Comment I408-466

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information on
the safety relief system for the Unocal site. Additional
information is available in Appendix 3-E, Flow Management
and Safety Relief Point, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I408-467

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for updated
information on conveyance and portals and for information
on the safety relief system for the Unocal site. Also please
refer to Chapter 6of the Final EIS for water resources
impacts. Additional information is available in Appendix 3-
E, Flow Management and Safety Relief Point, of the Final
EIS.  

Response to Comment I408-468

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information on
site layout at Route 9.

Response to Comment I408-469

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-64 in this
letter. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for the
information on the siting process and Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS for information concerning site size and plant footprint. 
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Response to Comment I408-470

The Washington State Department of Ecology Stormwater Management
for Western Washington (August 2001) has standard requirements that
apply to various situations. There are, however, no “worst-case”
requirements. The manual requires detention up to the 50-year event,
not the 100-year. Additional details about the stormwater detention
facilities are included in Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS, including a
description of conveyance pipelines and treatment efficiencies.

Response to Comment I408-471

The stormwater facilities for the Route 9 site are now proposed to be
located on the west side of the treatment plant (as opposed to north of
the treatment plant in the Draft EIS). They would be located within the
Urban Growth Area. Total stormwater detention volume has been
calculated to be 22 acre-feet. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS
for a discussion of the proposed stormwater facilities at the treatment
plant sites. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-D, Permanent
Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.
King County would comply with all applicable regulations promulgated
by Snohomish County, similar to other businesses and industries in
Snohomish County. Upgrades or expansions would be subject to
increased stormwater management controls in accordance with
applicable regulations at the time of expansion. In general, if the
modification of an existing facility or business exceeds one-half of the
current area of that business or exceeds 5,000 square feet of new
impervious area, the business would be required to upgrade its
stormwater system to meet current requirements. 

Special design provisions are proposed for loading/unloading and
chemical storage areas of the treatment plant site. As described in
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, all chemical storage and handling areas will
be designed in accordance with Uniform Fire Code requirements.
Specific design features will be developed during the permitting
process, but chemical storage/handling areas, including areas where
chemicals are loaded and unloaded, would include spill containment
features. Areas subject to contaminants, such as washdown areas and
biosolids transfer, would be drained into the treatment plant. Please refer

to Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment
Plant Sites, of the Final EIS for additional detail. 

The Brightwater stormwater facilities would not be designed for a
worst-case scenario, but would be designed to meet the guidelines of the
Washington State Department of Ecology Stormwater Management
Manual for Western Washington (August 2001).



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 2102

Response to Comment I408-472

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-465 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-473

Extensive source control would be utilized at the treatment
plant. For instance, all chemical storage tanks would be
enclosed within containment berms sized to hold the volume
of the largest tank, in the event of a leak. The immediate
drainage areas for all chemical storage and transfer locations
and for all of the treatment plant process areas would be
drained to sumps or piped into the treatment plant for
treatment. In this manner, the chance for a chemical spill or
untreated wastewater getting into the general stormwater
system would be minimal. For more information, please refer
to Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.

The types of chemicals that would be stored on site (sulfuric
acid, sodium hypochlorite, sodium hydroxide, and aluminum
sulfate) would be located in secondary containment areas and
would not be able to enter the stormwater system. Only an
accidental spill from a truck outside the containment area
could potentially reach the stormwater system.

In the unlikely event that a spill should reach the stormwater
system of the treatment plant, there would be opportunities to
temporarily plug the affected stormwater drains to minimize
its release to the system. A spill reaching the system would
flow to one or more stormwater quality and detention ponds.
The specific size of these ponds would not be known until the
design phase of the project, but would typically be on the
order of 2 to 4 acre-feet (0.7 to 1.4 million gallons). This
would provide considerable dilution and might also allow for
recovery and/or treatment to remove the contaminant. While
the possibility of a spilled contaminant reaching a nearby
stream cannot be entirely ruled out, the likelihood of large 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 2103

amounts escaping the site is very remote. The localized water quality
impacts would be minimal.

Response to Comment I408-474

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for updated plant layout, conveyance, and portal information at the
Route 9 site. Please refer to Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-475

The facility is being designed to meet all applicable design criteria for
reasonably foreseeable circumstances. Design standards for worst-case
emergency situations are not required by any of the permitting
authorities granting approvals for this project. The risk of spills or
leakage to area surface water bodies is extremely low. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for a
discussion of plant underdrains and proposed monitoring.

Response to Comment I408-476

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance
Maps are considered accurate by their preparers and are widely used by
facility designers throughout the region. As these maps are updated with
new information, King County will incorporate these updates into their
facility design.

Response to Comment I408-477

The Washington State Department of Transportation regional office in
Shoreline was contacted regarding flooding problems along SR-9 in the
vicinity of the Route 9 site. It was reported that there has been no
instance of closures of this road from flooding.

Response to Comment I408-478

The scoping document and a summery of the Draft EIS were mailed to
approximately 60,000 addresses, including at least all addresses within
500 feet of the proposed alternative conveyance routes. Because existing
mail carrier routes were used in many areas, this mailing reached much
farther.

Emergency flow management was discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft
EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-479

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-480

The project would follow the guidelines contained in the Washington
State Department of Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for
Western Washington (August 2001). The 5,000 square foot threshold
refers to the addition of new impervious area by a project and it triggers
the requirements for stormwater management for a project. For a
discussion of stormwater requirements, please refer to Appendix 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-481

The Final EIS describes potential impacts to fisheries associated with
emergency overflows in the Sammamish River. Please refer to Chapter
7 of the Final EIS for additional information. 

Response to Comment I408-482

Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a discussion of surface
water impacts associated with pump station construction. Additional
details are provided in Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-483

Evaluations of impacts from potential emergency overflows are
discussed in Chapter 6 and Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. Because the
potential for an overflow is considered to be a very low probability, the
evaluation included in the Final EIS text is considered to be worst-case. 

Response to Comment I408-484

There are no “natural” methods of disinfection. For the Route 9 site,
disinfection using sodium hypochlorite (a chemical similar to household
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bleach) would be used for effluent discharged to Puget Sound.
Ultraviolet (UV) light disinfection would be used to disinfect reclaimed
water. UV does not require chemicals, but does require more energy
because it uses numerous high intensity light bulbs to disinfect the
effluent. 
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Response to Comment I408-485

King County analyzed the effects of Brightwater effluent on
aquatic animals and human health by taking into account the
existing contributions of all existing marine discharges. The
results of this analysis concluded that Brightwater would not
create a significant impact to the resources of Puget Sound or
the people who use it. Please refer to the response to the City
of Kenmore, Comment C3-76.

King County continually monitors the sediments surrounding
the existing outfalls and compares it to areas removed from
outfalls and other man-made structures. There is no
detectable difference. For further details, please refer to
Water Quality Status Report for Marine Waters (King
County, 2001). 

Response to Comment I408-486

Under the No Action Alternative, King County would not
implement the part of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP) that calls for the construction of a third wastewater
treatment plant. Other RWSP programs and projects,
however, would be implemented under the No Action
Alternative. Wastewater would continue to be treated at the
two existing regional facilities under the No Action
Alternative. Please refer to Chapter 3, Appendix 3-J,
Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, and subsequent
chapters of the Final EIS for more information related to the
No Action Alternative. Please refer to the responses to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-141, regarding growth management plans and
Comment S3-6. For more information on infiltration and
inflow programs. For more information on combined sewer
overflows, please refer to the response to the Sno-King
Environmental Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-21.

Response to Comment I408-487

The No Action Alternative by definition means that the
applicant will not take action on the proposal. Under the No
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Action Alternative, King County would not build the Brightwater
System, thus there would be no impacts from the proposed action and
no mitigation would be required under SEPA. While the Brightwater
EIS does not discuss mitigation for the No Action Alternative,
additional information on the impacts of the No Action Alternative is
provided in the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 3, Appendix 3-J,
Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, and the corresponding impacts
sections of Chapters 4-17 of the Final EIS. 

King County does need to be covered under a wastewater discharge
NPDES permit for the construction of conveyance portals, but it will
apply for and work under an individual construction stormwater permit.
The operation of the conveyance and portals will be covered under the
NPDES operating permit for the entire system, and they will not carry
separate operation permits from the Washington State Department of
Ecology. Please contact the Washington State Department of Ecology
for more information on NPDES permits:

Department of Ecology
PO Box 47600
Olympia, WA 98504-7600

It is anticipated that the outfall would be the only in-water work
required during construction of the treatment plant. For information on
water resource mitigation please refer to Chapter 6 and for a discussion
of the possibility of in-water work in local area ponds and streams
please refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. 

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
information on mitigation. For a discussion of traffic impacts from
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant, please refer to Chapter 16 and Appendix 16-B, Transportation
Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-488

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment I408-489

Infiltration of stormwater is being considered where onsite soils are
appropriate. Please refer to Chapters 3 and 6 of the Final EIS for a

description of the proposed stormwater management facilities at the site.
Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment
Plant Sites, of the Final EIS provides a description of the proposed
permanent stormwater facilities at the treatment plant sites. 
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Response to Comment I408-490

No chemical treatment is currently anticipated for
construction runoff. Sedimentation and erosion controls
would be installed during the construction phase to mitigate
sedimentation of wetlands, streams, and other sensitive water
bodies.

Response to Comment I408-491

Impacts from construction runoff would be minimized
through compliance with Ecology’s 2001 Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington, which has
been developed to protect beneficial uses of surface waters.
Best management practices would be used to minimize runoff
and sedimentation during construction, including temporary
detention ponds or, where space is limited, other measures
such as temporary vaults. Please refer to Chapter 6 and
Appendices 6-C, Management of Water Quality During
Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-F,
Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the Candidate
Portal Sites, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-492

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-493

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-8.

Response to Comment I408-494

At the Route 9 site, the watercourses that run from the east to
the west would be collected along the eastern site boundary
and routed to the north and south ends of the site.
Watercourses 1-6 would be diverted south to Howell Creek
and Channels A and B (228th Street Creek) would be
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diverted north to Unnamed Creek. In addition, there is a salmon rearing
pond on the property. It would be upgraded and relocated in the
northern portion of the site.

For the Unocal site, the existing fish hatchery and creeks would remain.
An additional mitigation measure would be provided consistent with the
proposed Edmonds Crossing project to daylight the lower portion of
Willow Creek from the northern portion of the treatment plant site to
discharge to Puget Sound.

Please refer to the plant layout figures in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-495

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-496

Please see the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-
392.

Response to Comment I408-497

At the Brightwater Treatment Plant, biosolids would be transferred into
trucks inside an enclosed and ventilated loading/scale area. This area
would be equipped with doors that would be closed after the truck
enters, and the doors would not be opened until the truck is covered.
The biosolids loading area would be designed with a ventilation system
that would keep the area under negative pressure to prevent the escape
of odorous air. The air removed from this area would pass through odor
prevention systems to treat the air before it is discharged to the
atmosphere. The biosolids haul trucks were custom designed in 2000
with an onboard tarp system to minimize odor. These loaded trucks will
leave the Brightwater plant on a daily basis and make their way to
arterials and the desired beneficial reuse area. Loaded trucks parked or
staged onsite would be covered by their vinyl tarps to contain odor.
Because the tarps prevent open-air contact, odors from the trucks are
greatly reduced.  

Response to Comment I408-498

Please refer to the responses to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-
70, and to the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-106.

All proposed relocation and enhancement of streams at the Route 9 site
would be approved through permitting processes with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Washington Department of
Ecology. These agencies will be consulted by King County to develop a
mitigation plan that meets their standards for reasonable mitigation of
anticipated impacts, providing long-term protection of beneficial uses.

Response to Comment I408-499

Please refer to the responses to Clos, Comment I414-1; Freeman,
Comment I416-1; and Comments I408-7 and I408-9 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-500

Though King County cannot speculate on decisions or approvals by the
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, the current proposal
is to replace the existing fish rearing pond with a series of smaller ponds
connected to Unnamed Creek and 228th Street Creek in a more natural
setting. Please refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for more details.

Erosion control measures and their effectiveness during construction are
described in Appendix 6-C, Management of Water Quality During
Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites. A description of stormwater
treatment facilities during operation is found in Appendix 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the
Final EIS. Stormwater management during construction of portals and
operation is discussed in Appendix 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS. 

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-106. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to protect wetlands, streams, and other sensitive areas are listed
in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-501

The No Action Alternative by definition means that King
County would not implement the Brightwater proposal, and
as a result, no mitigation would be required. The Final EIS
text has been revised to include additional discussion of the
No Action Alternative. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS for a discussion of impacts to surface waters associated
with the No Action Alternative. Should the No Action
alternative be implemented, overflows would increase in
frequency and volume over time, starting approximately in
2010. These overflows could result in increased water quality
and environmental impacts, and increased human health
risks. Where overflows occur is more a factor of system
features rather than geography. Overflows are most likely to
occur in the vicinity of the Kenmore Pump Station, as this is
the hydraulically lowest part of the conveyance system that
collects wastewater from north King and south Snohomish
counties. Probabilities of overflows into the Sammamish
River would increase from one event per every 20 years to
one event per year in 2020. Overflow volumes to the
Sammamish River in a 20-year peak flow event would be
approximately 60 million gallons in 2020; average annual
overflow volumes would be 20 million gallons. Additional
flows directed to the South Treatment Plant in Renton after
2010 would not receive secondary treatment and would be
discharged to Puget Sound with only primary treatment.
Some secondary treated effluent may also be discharged to
the Green River. More information on the projected
frequency, timing, and location of overflows is provided in
Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, of the
Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I408-502

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) issues permits
under the Clean Water Act, Section 404. King County has
been in ongoing discussions with COE about this permit
process, and will continue to coordinate COE as the project
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proceeds. Specific mitigation requirements would be determined
through the permit approval process. Wetlands, streams, and other water
bodies considered waters of the state are described in Chapter 7 and in
Appendices 7-B, Route 9 Site Sensitive Areas Technical Report, and 7-
C, Unocal Site Sensitive Areas Technical Report, of the Final EIS.
Habitat protections would be provided through consultation with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) Fisheries. King County is preparing a
Biological Assessment as part of this consultation. King County will
submit a Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA) to the
appropriate state, federal, and local permitting agencies once a final
system is selected.

Response to Comment I408-503

King County will comply with all applicable local, state, and federal
laws in the siting, construction, and operation of Brightwater.

Response to Comment I408-504

King County will try to preserve as many trees as possible on the site.
However, the Route 9 site is not classified as forest land being
converted to other uses. Logging merchantable timber in classified
forest lands or converting forest lands would necessitate an application
with the Washington State Department of Natural Resources, through a
Forest Practice Application/Notification. 

King County will be submitting a Joint Aquatic Resources Permit
Application (JARPA), which initiates the process for a Clean Water Act
Section 401 certification from the Washington State Department of
Ecology in 2004. 

King County Wastewater Treatment Division has been working on a
Habitat Conservation Plan under Section 10 of the Endangered Species
Act with both National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Fisheries (NOAA) Fisheries and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) for several years. Since the Brightwater project will need to
obtain an U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 permit, the Brightwater
project must proceed with a Section 7 Consultation with the Federal
Services (NOAA Fisheries and USFWS) to be in compliance with the
Endangered Species Act.

King County will need two NPDES permits. One stormwater
construction permit will cover the construction of the project and the
other NPDES wastewater discharge permit will cover the operation of
the Brightwater project. 

The Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) Cleanup Regulation (Chapter
173-340 WAC) defines a two-step approach for establishing cleanup
requirements for individual sites:

Establishing Cleanup Standards. The standards provide a uniform,
statewide approach to cleanup that can be applied on a site-by-site basis.
The two primary components of the standards, cleanup levels and points
of compliance must be established for each site. Cleanup levels
determine at what level a particular hazardous substance does not
threaten human health or the environment. Points of compliance
designate the location on the site where the cleanup levels must be met.

Selecting Cleanup Actions. This step involves evaluating methods that
could be used to clean a site and then deciding which of those methods
would best achieve cleanup standards. When more than one method of
cleanup is used at a site, it may be necessary to establish “remediation
levels” to indicate what concentrations of contaminants will be handled
using the different cleanup methods. Aside from meeting the cleanup
standards, the cleanup actions must also comply with applicable state
and federal laws, protect human health and the environment, provide for
compliance monitoring to ensure effectiveness, provide for permanent
cleanup to the maximum extent practicable, provide for a reasonable
restoration time frame, and consider public concerns. When it is not
practicable to restore a site to the cleanup standards, the regulation
allows use of engineered containment systems to seal off contamination
on the site in some circumstances, provided it can be shown that the
cleanup will still be protective of human health and the environment.
More information is available at: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/9406.pdf

As required under Federal law, King County with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (COE) will work with the appropriate tribal governments
to ensure protection and compliance with their treaty rights. Federally
recognized tribal governments are involved in the federal and state
permit processes by the COE and the Washington State Department of
Ecology who consider their comments when determining whether to
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approve or deny their permits for the project. King County has been and
will continue to work with the appropriate tribal governments whose
treaty rights are affected by Brightwater. King County will follow and
comply with the specific regulations at each individual jurisdiction
involved in the project. 

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WA DNR) is
responsible to manage navigable or publicly owned aquatic lands. The
Brightwater project potentially impacts several streams that are not
regulated by WA DNR. The regulation and protection of streams and
water bodies is managed through various federal offices and the State of
Washington State Departments of Ecology and Fish and Wildlife as well
as through local jurisdictions. King County will meet the requirements
and standards of each regulatory body with jurisdiction over impacted
waters. 
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Response to Comment I408-505

The Office of Community Development has developed a
model critical areas ordinance that local jurisdictions can
reference when preparing updates to their own critical area
regulations. As of this writing, the model ordinance is under
revision. While the model ordinance provides general,
statewide guidelines for preparing critical area updates, it is
not an enforceable document. Each jurisdiction is still
responsible for developing their own critical area regulations
and tailoring these regulations to local conditions. 

Response to Comment I408-506

Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for information on
streams on the Route 9 site and their relationship to Little
Bear Creek.

Response to Comment I408-507

The regular observations of a bald eagle and nest in the Route
9 project area is noted in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. Juvenile
coho salmon have been observed in the fish rearing pond by a
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife biologist,
as stated in Appendix 7-B, Route 9 Sensitive Areas Technical
Report, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-508

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS discusses known current fish use
of 228th Street Creek. Current fish use is disclosed to
establish conditions, assess potential impacts, and evaluate
mitigation strategies that will protect or enhance functions
and values for streams and fish habitat. The lower reaches of
228th Street Creek are accessible to coho salmon and other
salmonids, however, access to Wetland C and Channel A is
presently blocked by a fish blockage elbow. One of the
components of proposed mitigation for the site is relocation
of Channel A and combination with other watercourses to
enhance fish habitat on the site and provide greater access for
fish to upstream areas of these relocated watercourses.
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Response to Comment I408-509

The entire influent system going to the Route 9 site would be a gravity
system. Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the treatment
plant and conveyance route alternatives. Please consult the Revised
Code of Washington directly through the legislative Web site at
http://www.leg.wa.gov/rcw/index.cfm or through the Washington State
Legislative Hotline at 1-800-562-6000 for differences in regulations
and/or requirements.

Response to Comment I408-510

Aquifer storage capacity is a physical property that cannot be altered.
For additional details regarding dewatering effects at the treatment plant
sites, please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15, and Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-511

Water quality conditions in Little Bear Creek, including turbidity, are
discussed in Appendix 6-A, Affected Environment: Surface Water, of
the Final EIS. Turbidity in Little Bear Creek at 228th SE varies from a
dry season average of 3.38 NTU in 2003 to a 2003 wet season average
of 3.55 NTU, according to the Snohomish County Surface Water
Management Online Data Report (2003). The level of turbidity allowed
by the Washington State Department of Ecology will be determined
through discussions with that agency during the permitting process.
Permit approvals with Snohomish County will address the specific
requirements of that agency. 

Response to Comment I408-512

Freezing groundwater is not economically feasible where there is a high
groundwater gradient (high, fast volume of groundwater flow), briny
conditions (saltwater), or large-diameter shaft or excavation (greater
than 30 feet), unless an aquitard is above the groundwater zone.
Freezing pipes would need to be horizontally drilled into excavation.

Based on these conditions, freezing groundwater is not feasible at the
Unocal site and is feasible only at selected locations at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment I408-513

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS for a discussion of the potential to dewater streams and wetlands on
the Route 9 site. Part of the mitigation strategy for the site involves
wetland creation enhancement, as well as relocation of streams to
enhance fish habitat. Significant impacts from dewatering of adjacent
surface water bodies (Little Bear Creek) are not anticipated to occur. As
such, there are no anticipated significant impacts to biota resulting from
dewatering. 

Response to Comment I408-514

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-515

Receiving water impacts to salmonid life cycles, including potential
sediment loading from dewatering, would be minimized during both
construction and operation using a number of techniques. All
stormwater would be managed to comply with Ecology’s 2001
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington, which has
been developed to protect beneficial uses of surface waters, including
salmonid habitat. Best management practices would be used to
minimize sedimentation and turbidity during construction, and turbidity
would be regularly monitoring in surface waters to ensure the protection
of salmonids from sedimentation impacts. Only clean dewatered
groundwater would be discharged to surface waters. Any dewatered
water not meeting state Water Quality Standards would be treated
before discharge, or discharged to a local wastewater collection system.
Stormwater runoff from sites discharging to salmonid-bearing streams,
such as the Route 9 site, would be subject to enhanced treatment, in
compliance with the 2001 Ecology Manual, to help protect salmonid
resources. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
water quality and to Chapter 7 for a discussion of salmonid impacts and
mitigation measures. Also refer to Appendices 6-C, Management of
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Water Quality During Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites; 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites; and 6-
F, Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the Candidate Portal
Sites, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-516

The allowable noise levels on sensitive receptor’s property, per the
codes of the various jurisdictions, are based on the land use designation
of the receiving land as residential or rural land use. Land outside the
urban growth area can be designated as residential, and application of
the code does not vary based on whether the receiving property is inside
or outside the Urban Growth Area.

Response to Comment I408-517

For information on stormwater management, please refer to Chapter 6
and Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.  

Response to Comment I408-518

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-516 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-519

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-244.

Response to Comment I408-520

Please refer to the response to Davis Wright Tremaine LLP, Comment
O12-2.
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Response to Comment I408-521

Pervious concrete reduces runoff volumes by allowing runoff
to infiltrate. By reducing runoff volumes, potential for
erosion and scouring are reduced, resulting in lower impacts
to receiving water quality. Additionally, pollutants are
filtered by the soil as the water percolates through the ground.
If the native soils upon which permeable pavement is placed
have an infiltration rate of greater than 2 inches per hour, a
treatment layer of amended soils would be placed below the
pavement’s gravel base to assure adequate treatment of
percolating runoff.

Response to Comment I408-522

King County has decided that a rail spur would not be
constructed for access to the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment I408-523

Options are being evaluated with regard to the log home at
the south end of the Route 9 site. Removing the cabin is one
option. Other options involve keeping the cabin as is, moving
the cabin, or evaluating components of the structure for art on
the site. The cabin was built in 1935, according to Snohomish
County records and local residents.

Response to Comment I408-524

Updated and expanded information on impacts and mitigation
measures associated with upland areas can be found in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-64 in this
letter. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for
information on the siting process and Chapter 3 for the
updated project description and comparison of alternatives.

Response to Comment I408-525

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS discloses that specific impacts to
fish and riparian habitat on the Route 9 site would include
temporary impacts to 228th Street Creek, Howell Creek,



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 2116

Unnamed Creek, and buffers of Little Bear Creek. This chapter also
explains the proposed relocation of watercourses to enhance overall
stream function and fish habitat on the site and discloses that Edmonds
Marsh and a small portion of Willow Creek may be impacted by the
Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative. Both Willow Creek and Edmonds
Marsh could also be affected during dewatering, if dewatering activities
are not mitigated. Chapter 7 also discusses mitigation, including use of a
cut-off wall and re-introduction of clean dewatering water, which would
be used to maintain water levels and water chemistry.

The stormwater management system would comply with applicable
guidelines promulgated by the Washington State Department of
Ecology. These guidelines are intended to provide adequate protection
of beneficial uses in receiving waters. Please refer to Appendices 6-C,
Management of Water Quality During Construction at the Treatment
Plant Sites; 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment
Plant Sites; and 6-F, Groundwater and Stormwater Management at the
Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS for a more complete discussion
of the stormwater management system and anticipated impacts to
receiving waters. 

Response to Comment I408-526

King County is not proposing to transfer Lynnwood and Edmonds flows
to the Brightwater System, thus such a proposal is not described or
evaluated in the Brightwater EIS. The Cities of Lynnwood and/or
Edmonds may choose to evaluate the benefits of transferring flows to
Brightwater in the future. If they were to make such a proposal, they
would be required to undertake environmental review of the proposal,
consistent with the SEPA Rules. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS for more details on this sub-alternative.

Response to Comment I408-527

At the Unocal site, tree perches and nesting sites on the forested slopes
cannot be avoided because the site is constrained by size limitations.
Forested areas in the Edmonds Marsh would not be removed. At the
Route 9 site, tree perches and nesting sites on the north portion of the
site would be retained.

Response to Comment I408-528

By consolidating the two existing Edmonds and Lynnwood treatment
facilities at the Unocal site, there would be one treatment plant instead
of two; access to a longer, deeper outfall; and the ability to use the best
available technology for wastewater processing. The sub-alternative to
treat Edmonds and Lynnwood flows at the Unocal Site could occur only
if Brightwater is located at the Unocal site and if the Cities of Edmonds
and Lynnwood decided to pursue such an option. Please refer to Chapter
3 and Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final
EIS for a discussion of the 72-mgd sub-alternative.

Construction methods that would be used for the Brightwater Treatment
Plant would vary depending on final design details. Please refer to
Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and Schedule, of
the Final EIS for more information on construction methods. Additional
information is also available in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. Updated
and expanded information on impacts and mitigation measures
associated with upland areas can be found in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-529

Please refer to Appendix 6-J, Summer Season Temperature Effects of
Stormwater Ponds on Receiving Streams, of the Final EIS for a
discussion of summer season temperature effects on receiving water
streams. The stormwater management system will be designed in
accordance with Washington State Department of Ecology guidelines,
which do not design for worst-case scenarios. Please refer to Chapter 7
of the Final EIS for a discussion of proposed buffer enhancements at the
Route 9 site. The final mitigation plan will be approved by multiple
resource agencies, including Snohomish County, during the predesign
process.

Response to Comment I408-530

The influent tunnel for both the Route 9 and Unocal conveyance system
alternatives would receive flows from the following locations. 

Kenmore Area (Swamp Creek Trunk, Bothell-Woodinville
Interceptor, Inglewood Interceptor). Under the proposed Brightwater
Flow Management Plan, the Inglewood, Swamp Creek-King, Swamp
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Creek-Snohomish, Kenmore Section 5, and Bothell basins would be
diverted at the proposed Kenmore Diversion Structure and proposed
Portal 44 (depending on the conveyance system alternative) to the new
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Basin flows downstream of the existing
Kenmore Pump Station would continue to be conveyed in the Kenmore
Interceptor Section 2 (Kenmore Lakeline) for processing at the West
Point Treatment Plant. During emergency conditions, additional flows
could bypass the Kenmore Diversion Structure and be conveyed to the
West Point Treatment Plant.

In addition, two local connections would be constructed to divert the
Lake Forest and Lake Forest-Snohomish basins. These connections
would be located in Kenmore in the vicinity of 175th Avenue and 61st
Avenue. The connections to the two basins would be diverted to the
proposed Kenmore diversion structure. The flow would then be directed
to proposed Portal 11. 

North Creek Area (Bothell-Woodinville Interceptor, North Creek
Interceptor, Bear Creek Trunk, York PS Force Mains). Under the
proposed Brightwater Flow Management Plan, flows from the
Hollywood PS basins, Woodinville-SE, Woodinville, East Woodinville,
Cross Valley, Bear Creek-King, North Creek-King, and North Creek-
Snohomish basins would be conveyed to the Brightwater Treatment
Plant at a proposed diversion structure at Portal 14 or 41 (depending on
the conveyance system alternative). During emergency conditions, peak
flows could bypass the North Creek Diversion Structure to the
Kenmore/Bothell-Woodinville Interceptor for processing at the West
Point Treatment Plant or diverted by the existing York Pump Station to
the Eastside Interceptor and the South Treatment Plant.

Local Connections (Route 9-195th Street Conveyance System)

Several local connections would be made to the existing sewer system
to direct flows to the Route 9 site via the Route 9-195th Street
Conveyance System. Connections would be made to the following
facilities:

· Kenmore Pump Station 
· Swamp Creek Trunk Sewer 
· Kenmore Local Sewer System

· North Creek Pump Station

Kenmore Pump Station Connection 

The existing Kenmore-Bothell Interceptor conveys flows to the
Kenmore Pump Station. The Kenmore-Bothell Interceptor connects to
the Kenmore Pump Station’s Influent Structure. A new diversion
structure would replace the existing Kenmore Pump Station Influent
Structure. A 72-inch-diameter pipeline would convey flow to Portal 11
from the proposed diversion structure and connect to the influent tunnel
via a drop structure that would be located within Portal 11. The 72-inch
pipeline connecting the diversion and drop structures would be
approximately 100 to 1,500 feet long, depending on the location of the
Portal 11 site. The 72-inch-diameter pipeline would be constructed by
either open-cut or microtunneling construction methods.

Swamp Creek Trunk Connection

The Swamp Creek Trunk currently flows into the Bothell-Woodinville
Interceptor and to the Kenmore Pump Station. The Swamp Creek Trunk
alignment is close to the proposed location for Portal 44; therefore,
Swamp Creek flows may be diverted to Portal 44 directly. A new
manhole would be constructed on the existing Swamp Creek Trunk in
the vicinity of NE 195th Street and 73rd Avenue NE. A new 36-inch-
diameter pipeline would be constructed along NE 195th Street between
73rd Avenue NE and Portal 44. The pipeline would discharge into the
drop structure located in Portal 44. The drop structure would connect to
the influent tunnel. The 36-inch-diameter pipeline would be constructed
by either open-cut or microtunneling construction. 

Kenmore Local Sewer System Connection

Two local connections would be made to the existing sewer system in
the Kenmore area. These connections would be located in the vicinity of
175th Avenue and 61st Avenue. The flow would be directed to Portal
11. A 21-inch-diameter pipeline would be constructed along 175th
Avenue between 61st Avenue and the Kenmore Pump Station. The 21-
inch-diameter pipeline would discharge to the drop structure located in
Portal 11. The drop structure would connect to the influent tunnel. The
pipeline would be constructed by either open-cut or microtunneling
construction.
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North Creek Pump Station Connection 

The existing North Creek Pump Station receives flows from the Bothell-
Woodinville Interceptor and the North Creek Trunk via the existing
North Creek diversion structure. Flows can be conveyed to the existing
North Creek Pump Station or, during periods of wet weather, to the
North Creek Storage Facility or the Kenmore Pump Station via the
Kenmore-Bothell Interceptor. This entire system would connect directly
to the new influent tunnel via a diversion structure. 

The diversion structure could be either a new diversion structure or the
existing North Creek Diversion Structure could be modified to
accommodate the new conveyance system. The Diversion Structure
would divert the North Creek flows to Portal 41. A new 72-inch-
diameter pipeline would convey flows from the diversion structure to a
drop structure located within Portal 41. The drop structure would
connect to the proposed influent tunnel. 

The 72-inch-diameter pipeline would be approximately 100 to 4,000
feet in length depending on the location of Portal 41. The connection
would be constructed by microtunneling with some open-cut
construction on the Portal 41 site and at the North Creek Pump Station.

The treatment processes proposed for each site are similar, with minor
differences to accommodate characteristics of the site and surrounding
community. The proposed type of treatment plant, information on
disinfection, and the specific processes are described in Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I408-531

Chlorine use and storage at the site are expected to be limited
to sodium hypochlorite and ferric chloride. These chemicals
will be subject to spill control containment in accordance
with Uniform Fire Code Requirements. Areas where there is
potential for spill, such as truck loading facilities, stormwater
would be segregated and routed to the plant to prevent
discharge to the stormwater retention and, ultimately, to
Little Bear Creek. The likelihood of a spill occurrence that
would migrate offsite is very low. In the unlikely event that a
spill would migrate offsite, impacts would depend on the
quantity of material spilled and the location of the spill.
Should high doses of chlorine enter a stream system, which is
highly unlikely, potential negative effects, including
mortality could occur to fish and other biota in the receiving
water.  

Response to Comment I408-532

In the event of a chlorination failure, there would be an
increase in the discharge of microbial contaminates into
Puget Sound. 

Using the proposed membrane bioreactor treatment system,
the effects of a chlorination failure would be reduced relative
to conventional activated sludge due to the greater removal
efficiency of the membrane process. Membrane bioreactor
pilot studies show an 87 percent reduction in the
concentration of fecal coliforms relative to conventional
activated sludge effluent.

The outfall plume would be retained below 70 feet from the
surface due to the design of the diffuser and the general
oceanographic conditions of Puget Sound. If the plume
reached the surface, it would most likely be transported out to
Admiralty Inlet (the direction of the prevailing surface
currents). If the plume did impinge upon the shoreline, the
dilution of the plume would be in excess of 1000:1 and
would pose no threat to aquatic life or humans. 
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The cumulative impacts of multiple discharges depend greatly on the
receiving environment and the quality of the discharge. 

Puget Sound provides many of the attributes beneficial to minimizing
the impacts of wastewater discharges. The dynamic currents aid in the
dilution of discharges while transporting the effluent away from the
diffuser. Additionally, the currents in the area tend to prevent the
effluent from reaching the shorelines. Wastewater entering the
Brightwater Treatment Plant will receive state-of-the-art treatment prior
to discharge, thus minimizing the cumulative impacts to the system. 

Response to Comment I408-533

There would be rapid dilution of the outfall plume into surrounding
water after discharge. In the event of a dechlorination system failure,
this dilution would reduce effluent chlorine levels to those levels safe
for aquatic life.

The majority of chlorination byproducts are low molecular weight,
volatile compounds such as chloramines and trihalomethanes. These
compounds are generally not persistent and do not bioaccumulate in
aquatic marine biota. 

Sediment chemical levels are expected to remain below sediment
quality standards because of the high quality effluent predicted from the
Brightwater membrane bioreactor treatment process.

Response to Comment I408-534

The treatment system selected for Brightwater, the membrane bioreactor
system, removes a greater portion of particulates from the wastewater
than other systems. In fact, the Brightwater System would go above and
beyond the requirements for secondary treatment described in the
Washington State Department of Ecology Criteria for Sewage Works
Design (1998). 

Endocrine disruptors is an area that is currently being researched in the
field of wastewater treatment. Currently, there are no regulations
requiring removal of endocrine disruptors or a complete understanding
of the range of particle sizes and the appropriate level of treatment. King
County will continue to monitor research in this area and incorporate
results as appropriate into its overall management plan.

Response to Comment I408-535

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action
Alternative, of the Final EIS for information on the No Action
Alternative. The Brightwater project is one element of the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), which is a plan with specific actions
designed to address our region’s long-term wastewater treatment needs
through 2030. The RWSP resulted from an 8-year planning effort and
was adopted by the King County Council in November 1999. The
RWSP recognizes that King County will reach its wastewater capacity
in 2010. A number of alternatives were looked at to find out how our
capacity could be increased, including the expansion of our two regional
facilities, construction of smaller satellite facilities, and construction of
a new regional wastewater facility. It was determined that a new
regional facility would best meet its long-term wastewater needs. The
RWSP calls for the construction of such a facility by 2010 to
accommodate growth in the northern portion of its wastewater service
area, including a large portion of south Snohomish County. For over 40
years, King County has been treating the wastewater from this area at its
treatment plants in Seattle and Renton. 

Brightwater facilities have been planned within the context of regional
and local growth management plans. Brightwater is not intended to be
an impetus for future growth but rather to accommodate and serve
growth that has been planned for and approved through the planning
processes of the affected jurisdictions.

Response to Comment I408-536

Both the Draft EIS and Final EIS include a discussion of cumulative
impacts beyond that characterized in this comment. Cumulative impacts
are addressed for each element of the environment throughout the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I408-537

The Brightwater project will incorporate design measures to avoid
impacts were practicable. See Chapters 4-17 of the Final EIS for listings
of proposed mitigation measures. Please refer to the response to the City
of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information on how additional
mitigation measures may be identified. For additional information on
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mitigation, please refer to the response to Comment I408-439 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-538

For information on stormwater, please refer to Chapters 3 and 6 and
Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment
Plant Sites, of the Final EIS. 

 Response to Comment I408-539

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a permit is required for any
project that will discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States which include lakes, creeks, streams, and wetlands.
Section 404 permits are issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(COE). The COE has sole jurisdiction to determine which waters it
regulates and which permit process it will elect to use to evaluate a
project. The COE will make a determination on which streams and
wetlands are in its jurisdiction on Brightwater when the project enters
the permitting stage.

Enforcement of sections of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1972,
including Section 401, has been delegated to Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology). The 401 certification will be based
on Ecology review that the project is in compliance with applicable
sections of federal and state Water Quality Standards, which include
both surface and ground waters, and other appropriate requirements of
state law. 
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Response to Comment I408-540

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment I408-541

Please refer to Chapter 12 of the Final EIS for a
description of the conceptual visual mitigation plan for
the treatment plant sites. The final visual mitigation
plan, including vegetation widths for visual screening,
will be developed during the predesign phase of the
project, and will incorporate input from Mitigation
Design Workshops to be held with community
stakeholders. Minimum requirements for landscape
buffering or screening will also be established by
zoning ordinances and site development regulations that
set specific standards for location of buffer or screening
area (usually at site perimeters and between certain land
uses), depth and area of landscaped buffer, type and
density of plant material, establishment and growth
period benchmarks (such as, “…must be of certain
height and coverage within 5 years”), and plant
establishment and maintenance obligations.

King County will work with the local jurisdiction at the
selected site during the permitting process to apply and
implement local standards for landscaping, visual
screening, and view protection.

Response to Comment I408-542

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-64 in this
letter. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for the
information on the siting process and Chapter 3 for
information concerning site size and plant footprint. 

Response to Comment I408-543

Chlorination is not the only option for disinfection. In
fact, chlorination using gaseous chlorine was not
considered for Brightwater. For the Route 9 site,
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sodium hypochlorite would be used for disinfection of the effluent for
discharge to Puget Sound. Ultraviolet light would be used for
disinfection of reclaimed water. For effluent from the Unocal site
discharged to Puget Sound, ultraviolet light would be used for the
membrane bioreactor effluent (no sodium bisulfite would be required)
and sodium hypochlorite would be used for the effluent from the
ballasted sedimentation process. Ultraviolet light would be used for
disinfection of reclaimed water. Please refer to Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more information. 

Response to Comment I408-544

Cumulative impacts in regard to plants, animals, and wetlands,
including the Brightwater project in combination with other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable major projects, are discussed in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-545

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-15 and W5-43.

Response to Comment I408-546(MR_063003_309)

The environmental impacts of producing and applying Class B
Biosolids are considered in the Final EIS. The Brightwater Treatment
Plant would be designed for Class B Biosolids production. The site will
include space to accommodate the production of Class A Biosolids,
should that be required in the future. All environmental impacts
associated with Class A Biosolids would be identified as part of the
permitting process with the Washington State Department of Ecology.
Please refer to the response to Just the Facts, Comment O19-57. 

Response to Comment I408-547

Under the No Action Alternative, King County would not implement
the part of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) that calls for
construction of a third wastewater treatment plant. Other RWSP
programs and projects would be implemented under the No Action
Alternative. Please refer to Chapters 3 through 17 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of the No Action Alternative and its impacts. 

Response to Comment I408-548

The discussion of cumulative impacts is addressed in the Final EIS for
many elements of the environment, besides the area of environmental
health, in a manner that addresses cumulative impacts outside of the
treatment plant. For example, Chapter 16 evaluates traffic impacts on
roadways and at a number of intersections off the site. Please refer to
Chapters 4 through 17 of the Final EIS for a discussion of cumulative
impacts.

Response to Comment I408-549

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that enhances
quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local area where the
facility is sited. King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. Please
refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
additional information regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment I408-550

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-437 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I408-551

Regarding land use compatibility at the Route 9 site, please
refer to the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment
C5-3.

Regarding condemnation, please refer to the responses to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-144.

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, for a
discussion of how the Brightwater System has been planned
within the context of regional and local growth management
plans.  Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of King County’s Wastewater Service Area.

Response to Comment I408-552

More than 100 sites were initially identified as potential sites
for the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Some of these initial
sites were outside of King County’s existing service area and
outside of designated urban growth areas (UGA).  These
factors were evaluated along with a number of other
engineering, environmental, and community factors to
determine the overall suitability of sites.

Response to Comment I408-553

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6,
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-144, and the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment I408-554

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31, and the documents referenced in that
response. From the beginning, the Brightwater Siting
Advisory Committee (SAC) work plan included opportunities
for public comment as part of the meeting format. Snohomish
County Executive Bob Drewel and King County Executive
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Ron Sims jointly formed the Siting Advisory Committee. The
committee made recommendations to both Executives. Snohomish
County had a staff member assigned to the committee from the
beginning.
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Response to Comment I408-555

A discussion of the regional policy framework under which
Brightwater has been planned is provided in Appendix 11-A,
Land Use Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS. Please refer
to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) evaluates
several methods of providing wastewater treatment and
related services in the King County Service Area. The Draft
RWSP identified four representative alternatives to meet its
objectives. These are termed Service Strategies; Brightwater
is part of Service Strategy three. Each Service Strategy
consists mainly of a system of wastewater treatment plants,
conveyance facilities, and combined sewer overflow (CSO)
control facilities that will meet the region’s increasing need
for wastewater services over the life of the RWSP. For more
information on Service Strategies please refer to Chapter 1 of
the RWSP Final EIS. For a discussion on the need for
Brightwater, please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS and the
response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Regarding impacts to the tax base and mitigation, SEPA does
not require the evaluation of economic impacts resulting from
a proposed action. Please refer to the response to Comment
I408-31 in this letter for more information.

The RWSP outlines the region’s long-term wastewater
treatment needs and identifies regional policies that call for a
new 36- to 54-mgd treatment plant. Please refer to the
response to Comment I408-205 in this letter. 

Response to Comment I408-556

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6. Please
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refer to the response to Comment I408-55 and to Chapter 2 of the Final
EIS for a discussion of siting policy criteria.

Response to Comment I408-557

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment I408-558

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that enhances
quality of life, not just in the region but in the local area where the
facility is sited. King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. Please
refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
additional information regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment I408-559

Please refer to the responses to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-144, to The Washington Tea
Party, Comment O14-25, and to Comment I408-85 in this letter.

Response to Comment I408-560

Please refer to the response to the Richmond Beach Community
Council/Girmus, Comment O7-3, for information on financial policies.

Response to Comment I408-561

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow
Analysis, of the Final EIS for an explanation of the source of numbers
used to forecast growth. Also, consult the Puget Sound Regional
Council Web site: www.psrc.org. 

Response to Comment I408-562

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6. King County will not require
anyone to connect to the new Brightwater System. Local wastewater
agencies collect wastewater from homes and businesses and contract
with King County to convey and treat the wastewater at one of our
regional treatment plants. The decision as to where and when to build or

extend service lines rests with the local wastewater districts and
agencies. These decisions are based on local land use decisions.
However, King County must anticipate and build the capacity to treat
the wastewater from the local agencies that contract with King County. 

Wastewater treatment service is provided only within designated Urban
Growth Areas, with few exceptions. These are designated as part of the
state Growth Management Act and local comprehensive plans. Based on
these plans, we expect that homes and businesses within the Urban
Growth Area are likely to have sewer service within the next two
decades, but the exact timing would be up to the local agencies. Local
agencies may not require a home to hook up to the sewer system if the
septic system is working properly. Under the best conditions, the life of
a septic system is approximately 20 to 30 years. Depending on the
individual circumstances, it can be less expensive to hook up to the
sewer than it is to build a new septic system or replace a failed system.
Septic systems can be very expensive to repair, and an entire system
replacement can cost in the range of $10,000 to $40,000. Being hooked
up to the sewer system can also increase the overall value of a home. 
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Response to Comment I408-563

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on
mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. Mitigation measures
can help the area preserve its rural character and avoid
unchecked commercial and industrial development on the site
that would not enhance the community. Please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
additional information regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment I408-564

The protection of critical areas such as wetlands and streams
is important to all levels of government in Washington State.
Each jurisdiction provides its own review according to the
legislation that each jurisdiction is mandated by law to
enforce. 

Response to Comment I408-565

The Route 9 site is situated in an area of natural aquifer
discharge. However, by applying water to the ground surface
or through infiltration, the aquifer may be artificially
recharged. This approach would be used during the
construction phase if the Brightwater Treatment Plant is
located at the Route 9 site. For additional information, please
see the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Regarding potential contamination issues, please see the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-43. In addition, effects to private wells from
construction dewatering and the operation of permanent
underdrains beneath many of the Brightwater structures were
analyzed and are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Analyses indicate that the risk
of water loss to private wells in the vicinity of the Route 9
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site is remote. However, should an adverse impact to a private well
water supply occur, King County will respond with its planned Potable
Water Supply Program to mitigate the adverse effect.

Response to Comment I408-566

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues. 

Response to Comment I408-567

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, and the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comments S3-141 and S3-142.
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Response to Comment I408-568

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would be designed
with superior odor control; therefore, the plant should
be compatible with all surrounding land uses. 

In the Final EIS, data from the onsite meteorological
station at the Route 9 site were used in the air
dispersion modeling. Prevailing winds at the site are
from the northeast and blow towards the City of
Woodinville. The evaluation focused on sizing the odor
abatement system to handle worst-case operating
conditions, where combinations of meteorological
conditions (such as inversions and stagnant air
conditions) coincide with peak potential odor emissions
from the wastewater treatment plant processes,
regardless of which way the winds are blowing or not.
This approach includes modeling air emissions, after
undergoing extensive odor prevention, which shows no
detectable odors at Brightwater’s property line for
inversions or stagnant air. Any air movement or winds
in the basin would further dilute any trace odors from
these modeled worst-case scenarios; thus results would
be even further below the worst-case scenario and many
more times lower than initial detection limits. There
would be no adverse impacts from odor outside of
Brightwater’s property line, and mixed used of the
surrounding area should not be impacted by odors.
Please see the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-3, for additional information.

Response to Comment I408-569

King County began the process for siting the
Brightwater System by examining more than 100
possible treatment plant sites. These sites were
narrowed to six candidate systems, including treatment
plant, conveyance, and marine outfall components
using evaluation factors that addressed engineering,
environmental, community, and cost policy criteria. The
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six candidate sites were evaluated further using refined evaluation
factors, and two alternative systems were selected for evaluation in the
Draft and Final EIS for the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment
System. King County identified sites that best met the project objectives
while providing as much consistency as possible with local plans and
policies, including Snohomish County-wide policies. Please refer to
Chapter 11 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the project’s consistency
with adopted plans and policies, including Snohomish County-wide
policies.

Response to Comment I408-570

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, the City of Edmonds, Comment
C9-5, and Comment I408-277 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I408-571

King County will meet all applicable rules and regulations.
Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a revised project
description. 

Response to Comment I408-572

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-31 in this letter
for information on cost and economic issues. Please refer to
Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I408-573

King County will continue to work with all jurisdictions in
the area to ensure compatibility of Brightwater facilities with
other land use goals of the respective jurisdictions. Please
refer to Chapter 11 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the
relationship of the project to existing land use plans.

Response to Comment I408-574

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-374 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-575

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-147, for
transportation concurrency. A concurrency analysis is not
required for construction conditions according to Snohomish
County Unified Development Code, Chapter 30.66B.
Construction conditions are addressed through the
SEPA/NEPA process and local permitting. Also, please refer
to Chapter 16 and Appendices 16-A, Transportation
Concurrency: Route 9 Plant Site, and 16-B, Transportation
Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-576

Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
traffic impacts.
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Response to Comment I408-577

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment I408-578

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.

Response to Comment I408-579

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6. 
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Response to Comment I408-580

WAC 197-11-448 (2) states: “The term
‘socioeconomic’ is not used in a statute or in these
rules because the term does not have a uniform
meaning and has caused a great deal of uncertainty.”
WAC 197-11-450 states: “For purposes of complying
with SEPA, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks
of the various alternatives need not be displayed in a
monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be
when there are important qualitative considerations.”
The Final EIS does not include a cost-benefit or
socioeconomic analysis. The merits and drawbacks of
implementing a regional wastewater facility were
discussed in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
Final Environmental Impact Statement (King County,
1998). 

Response to Comment I408-581
Please refer to Chapter 11 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of the regional policy framework under
which Brightwater has been planned. Please refer to
the response to Comment I408-54 in this letter for
information on the Regional Wastewater Services
Plan. 

Response to Comment I408-582

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea
Party, Comment O14-31, including the documents
referenced in that response.

Response to Comment I408-583

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for
information on planning for population growth.
Additional information is available in the response to
the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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Response to Comment I408-584

The odor prevention systems proposed for the Route 9 and Unocal sites
would provide 99.99 percent hydrogen sulfide removal at the treatment
plant and would not have offsite odor impacts at the property line, even
under worst-case operating and meteorological conditions. There would
be no adverse impacts from odor.

Response to Comment I408-585

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, Snohomish County, Comment S3-
141, the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5, and the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-3. 

Response to Comment I408-586

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan adopted in 1999, including the
related EIS prepared for that plan, discusses the need for an additional
wastewater plant, marine outfall, and associated conveyances in north
King County and/or south Snohomish County. The Draft EIS noted that
a multiple year process was conducted culminating in the adoption in
1999 of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan, which documented in
detail the need for additional wastewater facilities to accommodate
anticipated growth in the service area for which King County provides
wastewater services. The Final EIS addresses the issue of the need for
Brightwater in Chapter 2. Updated population, employment forecasts
and wastewater flow projections are analyzed in Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Brightwater Final EIS. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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Response to Comment I408-587

Please refer to Chapter 11 and Appendix 11-A, Land Use
Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional Wastewater
Treatment System, of the Final EIS for a discussion of the
regional policy framework under which Brightwater has been
planned. 

Response to Comment I408-588

Please refer to Chapter 11 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
the regional policy framework under which Brightwater has
been planned. For detailed information on population and
wastewater flow analysis, please refer to Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS.

Please refer to the response to Comments I408-55 and I408-
64 in this letter.

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-10. The site screening criteria for evaluating
the potential list of sites for Brightwater can be found in
Ordinance 14107, which the Metropolitan King County
Council adopted on May 15, 2001. Members of the public
and elected officials representing people in the siting area had
an opportunity to help establish the siting criteria adopted in
this ordinance. The Executive Advisory Committee, formerly
the Siting Advisory Committee, appointed by both the King
and Snohomish County Executives was instrumental in
determining these criteria. The committee represented
jurisdictions in both King and Snohomish Counties. 

Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect
Brightwater in the context of other regional public facilities
in the vicinity. The revised chapter includes more detailed
discussion of how Brightwater meets the essential public
facilities siting criteria and process established by Snohomish
County and adopted by the City of Edmonds. Chapter 17
provides a discussion of the measures King County would 
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need to take to become consistent with those criteria if inconsistencies
are identified.

Response to Comment I408-589

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-31, including the documents referenced in that response.

Response to Comment I408-590

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment I408-591

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
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Response to Comment I408-592

Please refer to the responses to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-142, and
the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-3. The City of
Woodinville’s adopted Growth Management Act
Comprehensive Plan identifies the Grace Neighborhood as
part of the City’s Urban Growth Area.  

Response to Comment I408-593

Brightwater facilities are being built to address the projected
needs for additional wastewater capacity identified in
comprehensive plans in the service area. Construction of
Brightwater facilities will address the planned growth, which
has already been reviewed as part of the adoption and
environmental review associated with the adoption of the
comprehensive plans in each jurisdiction in the service area.
An EIS is being prepared on the Brightwater proposal in
recognition of the references in SEPA itself to potential
impacts of wastewater systems.

If the Brightwater Treatment Plant is located at Route 9, it
would not connect to areas outside the Urban Growth Area
(UGA). Rather, it would be providing wastewater services to
urban areas within the King County Service Area. Moreover,
the Route 9 proposal calls for use of the R5 portion of the
Route 9 site for wetlands into which some of the stormwater
from the Route 9 treatment site may flow. This use of
property outside the UGA, under these circumstances, is
permissible under The Growth Management Act.

There is no evidence that the limited number of potential jobs
that might be displaced in the event the Brightwater
Treatment Plant is located at Route 9 could not be
accommodated within the UGAs identified by Snohomish
County for future urban jobs and housing. There is no reason
to conclude that a UGA would need to be expanded to
accommodate additional employment. The Route 9 site
would be constructed in full compliance with applicable
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Snohomish County land use permits for the site. Decisions regarding
zoning, allowable uses, and land use impacts are more appropriately
directed to Snohomish County decision makers.

Response to Comment I408-594

Please refer to Chapters 3 and 12 of the Final EIS for detailed
information regarding the design criteria and features associated with
the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment I408-595

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-165.

Response to Comment I408-596

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment I408-597

King County has directed its design team for the Route 9 site to apply
not only Snohomish County’s standards but also the appropriate City of
Woodinville aesthetic and community design standards to the project,
site, and facility design. 

The process for ongoing site and facility design and the community’s
role in this process are described more fully in Chapters 3 and 12 of the
Final EIS. The process of community input is already under way,
beginning with a series of Brightwater workshops held in 2002. A final
design team has been selected and is currently developing preliminary
design materials in concert with a series of Technical Seminars open to
all community participants held during the summer of 2003.
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Response to Comment I408-598

The Bear Creek Grange was determined not eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP),
Washington Heritage Register (WHR), and the Snohomish
Cultural Historic Resource Inventory (SCHRI) by the
Snohomish County Department of Planning and Community
Development, Historic Preservation Office. Please refer to
the response to Weston, Comment I399-69.

Response to Comment I408-599

An EIS requires discussion of the project’s relationship to
land use plans and policies. This discussion can be found in
Chapter 11of the Final EIS. The discussion identifies the
proposal’s consistencies and inconsistencies with existing
plans and policies. This meets one of the purposes of SEPA,
disclosure, but SEPA does not require that a proponent
demonstrate in an EIS a proposal’s consistency with land use
plans and policies. This EIS does identify those instances in
which rezones or other legislative changes may be required to
allow a Brightwater facility to become consistent with
existing plans and policies. 

The Brightwater EIS also identifies the principal permits and
approvals that are required for the various Brightwater
facilities. Information relating to permit or approval criteria is
also provided. SEPA does not require that an EIS
demonstrate that each condition or criteria of permits and
regulatory approvals for a proposed project be identified. The
appropriate time and place for evaluating the extent to which
a project satisfies any specific permit or approval criteria is in
the local, state, and federal permit and approval processes.
For the Brightwater project, this process will be initiated
following issuance of the Final EIS and selection of a specific
Brightwater system. It is at this time the final details of the
system facilities will be more clearly defined, and permit
processing will begin.
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Brightwater facilities have been planned within the context of regional
and local growth management plans. Brightwater is not intended to be
an impetus for future growth but rather to accommodate and serve
growth that has been planned for and approved through the planning
processes of the affected jurisdictions. King County’s goal is to
construct regional wastewater facilities that enhance the quality of life in
the region and in the local community and are not detrimental to the
quality of life in their vicinity. After a final decision is made on the
location for the Brightwater Treatment System, King County will work
with local jurisdictions to determine mitigation strategies and solutions
to Brightwater construction and operational impacts to ensure that there
are no significant adverse environmental impacts to the community. 

Response to Comment I408-600

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment I408-601

Methods to reduce diesel vehicle emissions during construction include
minimizing vehicle idle time and scheduling construction material
delivery to the site during off-peak hours. For more information on the
mitigation of air quality impacts during the construction phase, please
refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-602

Please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS for a discussion of Fire
District 7, the Cross Valley Water District, and potential impacts
associated with the construction and operation of Brightwater.

Response to Comment I408-603

In the event a treatment plant is built at Route 9, there would be no
automatic change associated with the construction of the plant that
would affect whatever zoning Snohomish County calls for in this area,
including zoning that may encourage expansion of existing industry and
attract new industry.

The Brightwater Treatment Plant is estimated to provide the potential

for new jobs associated with operation and maintenance of facilities.
SEPA does not require evaluation of socioeconomic impacts, including
potential job losses. 

King County is working and will continue to work with all jurisdictions
in the area to ensure compatibility of Brightwater facilities with other
land use goals of the respective jurisdiction.

Response to Comment I408-604

The Brightwater project has been evaluated in the context of the critical
area regulations of the affected jurisdictions. Please refer to Chapter 7 of
the Final EIS for a discussion of these regulations. Snohomish County’s
critical areas regulations implement the Natural Environment policies of
the Snohomish County General Policy Plan.

Response to Comment I408-605

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I408-606

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment I408-607

Brightwater will comply with all applicable state, federal, and
local air quality standards. The facility-wide air emission
estimates from the liquids, solids, and combustion sources
indicate that all air emissions, except potentially chloroform,
would be less than regulatory requirements and are therefore
not expected to have an adverse impact on human health and
the environment. 

Chloroform impacts were predicted to be above the Puget
Sound Clean Air Agency’s acceptable source impact level
(ASIL) in all scenarios modeled for both alternative treatment
plant locations. Chloroform emissions above the ASIL are
typical for wastewater treatment plants due to the chlorine
used in drinking water that is eventually discharged to the
wastewater system. The carbon in the odor prevention system
is expected to remove some chloroform, as well as other air-
quality–related substances. However, the percent of
chloroform removal provided by the carbon has not been
determined at this time. An evaluation of the chloroform
removal efficiency of the carbon and its feasibility as a
control device for chloroform is currently being conducted. If
it is not technically feasible to control chloroform using
carbon or some other control technology to levels that meet
the ASIL, then a second tier analysis would be conducted and
submitted during the permitting process. The second tier
analysis uses a health impact assessment instead of ASIL.
Because chloroform emissions are typically above the ASILs
at wastewater treatment plants, it is common to do a second
tier analysis, and generally this assessment has shown little to
no health risks due to chloroform.

Response to Comment I408-608

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-141.
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Response to Comment I408-609

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow
Analysis, of the Final EIS for a discussion of the need for Brightwater.
Also, please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-
1.

Response to Comment I408-610

King County does have the power of eminent domain under state
statute. RCW (Revised Code of Washington) 35.58.200 and 35.58.320
authorizes metropolitan municipal corporations to condemn property
necessary for its purposes “both within and outside” its borders. This is
similar to the authority of cities and sewer and water districts to
condemn property outside of their boundaries to provide public services.
The RCW is available online at
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm.

The Growth Management Act also includes provisions for siting
regional essential public facilities, such as Brightwater through RCW
36.70A.200. The entire text of this statute is available online at
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm.

Residents and businesses are represented by their local jurisdiction. The
local jurisdictions in which the Brightwater facilities would be located
have an important role in a number of decisions relating to the
Brightwater process. For example, permitting requirements, ordinances
that regulate noise, traffic, and construction conditions, and agreements
regarding issues such as open space, development possibilities, and
community needs will be important components of decisions to be made
regarding Brightwater. 

Local community members play an important role in these agreements.
During the processes to expand the South Plant in Renton and to
upgrade the West Point Plant in Seattle, residents provided input to their
respective cities and to King County regarding their concerns. These
concerns were taken into account in the formation of the agreements
between both cities and King County. King County made agreements
with the City of Seattle regarding the aboveground footprint, the amount
of truck trips and times of day that trucks could go in and out of the
plant, and maintenance of the public access area that surrounds the

facility. With the City of Renton, agreements were made regarding
noise, exterior lighting, traffic management plans, and acquisition of
riparian wetlands and uplands as a part of mitigation. 

Any relocation of uses would be in accordance with the federal Uniform
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as it applies to
displaced businesses, residential owners and tenants. King County
Wastewater Treatment Division’s real property acquisition procedures
are designed to provide consistent and equitable treatment of all affected
property owners and tenants (King County Department of Natural
Resources). Please refer to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King County Property
Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more information.
Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-4, for
additional information on property acquisition. 

The capacity charge is similar to a connection or hookup fee for newly
connecting customers to King County’s wastewater treatment system.
The purpose of the charge is to pay for building wastewater treatment
capacity to serve newly connected customers and ensures that all
customers pay their share of the cost of capital improvements to provide
them with wastewater treatment service. For more details on the
capacity charge, please refer to the financial policies in Ordinance
13680, adopting the Regional Wastewater Services Plan, and King
County Code Chapter 28.86. Information on King County Wastewater
Treatment Division’s capacity charge program is available at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/capchrg/.

Response to Comment I408-611

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I408-612

For a detailed response to questions concerning population growth
forecasts and wastewater flow projections, please refer to the response
to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-l.  Additional information about
flow projections, population, and service area can be accessed in
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.
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Please refer to the response to Comment I408-64 in this letter. Please
refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for the information on the siting
process and Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for project description and
comparison of alternatives. 

Response to Comment I408-613

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.
Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-31, including the documents referenced in that response.

Response to Comment I408-614

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment I408-615

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.

Response to Comment I408-616

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6. For a discussion of the need for
Brightwater, please refer to the response to the City of Seattle,
Comment C10-1, and Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS             Hensley (I408)

Brightwater Final EIS 2145

Response to Comment I408-617

Please refer to the response to Comment I4-8-282 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I408-618

Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been revised to incorporate
new information regarding land capacity that was completed
after the publication of the Draft EIS. The sources of the new
information are Snohomish County’s 2002 Growth
Monitoring/Buildable Lands Report (January 2003) and King
County’s Buildable Lands Evaluation Report (September
2002).

Response to Comment I408-619

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-142.

Response to Comment I408-620

Please refer to the response to Comment I408-85 in this
letter. 

Response to Comment I408-621

Additional information on the No Action Alternative and its
impacts is provided in Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No
Action Alternative, and Chapters 3 through 17 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I408-622

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for a discussion of the need
for Brightwater. 

Response to Comment I408-623

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I369-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment E25-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment E25-2

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment E24-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.

Response to Comment E24-2 

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control
system, please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I322-1

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. Additional information
regarding the policy siting criteria adopted by the King
County Council by Ordinances 14043 and 14107 as well as
Phase 1 and 2 Siting Selection materials can be found at area
libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov. Please refer to the response to
O’Morrison, Comment E13-1 and E13-4, for information on
King County’s authority to site projects in Snohomish
County and the role of local jurisdictions that have regulatory
authority over Brightwater regional facilities

The Final EIS contains updated information regarding the
different mitigation options necessary to prevent the
construction and operation of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant from negatively impacting local communities.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         Hill (I322)

Brightwater Final EIS 2154

This page intentionally left blank.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS         Hill (I419)

Brightwater Final EIS 2155

 

Response to Comment I419-1

Please refer to the response to Hill, Comment I322-1, for
information on siting policy and procedure for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment I419-2

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I419-3

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I419-4

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I242-1

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County, Comment
S3-164.

Response to Comment I242-2

For information on mitigation suggestions please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment I242-3

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS contains a discussion of the
possible installation of a community oriented building at the
Route 9 site as one possible mitigation option for the loss of
the Grange Hall. For information on mitigation suggestions
please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5. Please refer to Chapter 3 for more
information on how the project would minimize construction
and operation impacts to ensure the Brightwater Treatment
Plant is a community amenity.
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Response to Comment I323-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I259-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I259-2

Within Lake Forest Park, Portal 10 is no longer proposed to
be constructed for the Route 9 System Alternative. Portal 10
has been classified as a secondary portal area for the Unocal
System Alternative. The candidate sites within the Portal
Siting Area 7 are shown in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I259-3

The Unocal site is currently unused and in the past was an
asphalt production and oil storage and distribution facility. At
each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
the process, a select number of alternatives were picked for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the
Phase 1 materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting
Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials
can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm or upon
request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571 or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment I324-1

The Final EIS includes additional detailed analysis on portal
sites. Please refer to Chapter 12 for a discussion of impacts to
aesthetics, Chapter 10 for a discussion of noise impacts, and
Chapter 7 for a discussion of impacts to wildlife. 
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Response to Comment I137-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I137-2

Construction-related dust impacts and mitigation to minimize
dust exposure to surrounding land uses at the treatment plant
and portal sites are disclosed in Chapter 5 and Appendix 5-C:
Construction-Related Air Quality Impacts: Conveyance, of
the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I137-3

While King County is committed to minimizing impacts
wherever feasible, the Final EIS acknowledges that there will
be some impacts to wetlands and streams. Please refer to the
response to Fisher, Comment I105-1. 

Response to Comment I137-4

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-13. For more information on traffic impacts
and mitigation please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I137-5

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. 
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Response to Comment I370-1

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment I353-1. 

Portal 10 has been eliminated as a primary portal from the
Route 9 conveyance alternatives.  It remains a proposed
secondary portal for the Unocal System and, if used at all,
traffic impacts would be minor. Please refer to Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS for the distinction between primary and
secondary portals.

Response to Comment I370-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I370-3

The conveyance pipes are proposed to be in underground
tunnels primarily along public rights-of-way that will have
very little long-term impact to businesses and homeowners.
Important criteria for the selection of primary portal sites
include minimizing the number of impacted developed
residential and business properties. As part of that process, an
attempt was made to locate undeveloped or publicly owned
properties. If suitable undeveloped or publicly owned
properties were not available, every effort was made to
minimize the number of affected occupied business and
homeowner parcels. The process for screening candidate
parcels for each portal siting area are described in the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment I370-4

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.

Response to Comment I370-5

The number of portal siting areas that will be needed for
portal construction has been reduced and more information
on the amount of land required for portals is provided in
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Chapter 3 and in Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the
Final EIS.

More information on geology, hydrogeology, surface waters,
groundwater quality and groundwater use, groundwater/surface water
interaction, aquifer protection areas, and the wellhead protection area in
and near the Lake Forest Park Water District is provided in Chapters 4
and 6, and in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

The traffic analysis has been revised in the Final EIS. Please refer to
Chapter 16 and Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and
Conveyance.
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Response to Comment I91-1 

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
information about the wastewater treatment process and the
odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I371-1

As set forth in detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, if the
Route 9 System alternative is selected, then reasonable
mitigation measures, appropriate construction techniques,
and appropriate operational practices would be employed to
avoid contamination and other potential significant adverse
impacts to aquifers and other drinking water resources.
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Response to Comment I325-1

Additional information about the wastewater treatment
process and the odor control technology selected has been
provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. The appendix includes a discussion of
best available control technologies and a comparison of the
plant design to other treatment plants.

Response to Comment I325-2

The EIS provides a project description and aesthetic/visual
analysis delineating the type, location, general shape, height,
and mass/bulk of the proposed facilities. Illustrations are
provided that present a series of possible mitigation
approaches to fully screen or hide the facility, to partially
screen and allow some of the “interior” elements of the site
be visible, and to fully present, or expose, the facility as a
composition of structures and process facilities. The proposed
Route 9 site and facility have the capacity and capability to
not only meet but also exceed the existing aesthetic
conditions and character of this industrially zoned and
developed landscape. Considering the high mitigation
capability for the Route 9 site, the Brightwater Treatment
Plant design and site layout would meet or exceed the
aesthetic standards and design criteria set by Snohomish
County, the City of Woodinville, and other community
stakeholders. Please refer to Chapter 12 of the Final EIS for
additional analysis and refined design concepts at the Route 9
site. As the design and permitting process continues, a series
of community mitigation discussions will take place that will
assist in developing the final design of the proposed facilities.
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Response to Comment I260-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I260-2

Construction of Brightwater facilities may require
condemnation of property interests. However, King County
will first work with the property owners to reach satisfactory
voluntary agreements. King County will follow applicable
federal and state laws and King County policies and
procedures in acquiring property for Brightwater facilities.
Please refer to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King
County Property Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information. 

Response to Comment I260-3

Portal 10 has been eliminated from the project description for
the Route 9 influent conveyance system. Portal 10 is now
designated only as a secondary portal for the Unocal influent
system. As a secondary portal, it is unlikely that significant
construction would take place at this portal. Specific
candidate portal sites within each portal siting area are shown
in the Final EIS. King County will work out construction
mitigation details with each permitting jurisdiction.
Construction mitigation could include such things as
designated working hours and sound and light screening.

Response to Comment I260-4

The design of the effluent conveyance tunnel would include a
multi-pass liner system where needed to avoid impacts to
aquifers along the conveyance system. The first pass liner
will be a precast bolted and gasketed segmental liner. If
required, a second-pass steel, concrete, or fiberglass liner
would be installed inside the first liner. The combination of
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liners would prevent groundwater from leaking into the tunnels or the
contents of the tunnel from leaking into the aquifer. Please refer to
Chapters 3 and 6 of the Final EIS for descriptions of the tunnel design
elements for groundwater protection.

Response to Comment I260-5

WAC 197-11-448(1) notes that “…the environmental impact statement
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects and
considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments that
must ultimately be made by the decision makers. Rather, the
environmental impact statement analyzes environmental impacts ….”
Many factors influence the market value of real property including
characteristics of the location and of the improvements. These
characteristics include the location; size; proximity to work centers;
services; school districts; street frontage; neighborhood traffic volumes
and street surfaces; the presence of sidewalks; the maintenance
standards of the neighborhood and adjacent properties; the general
topography of the neighborhood and the particular parcel; wetlands or
other sensitive areas which may affect development potential; the
presence of community features such as pools, lakes, parks, and
recreation centers; views; and differences in utility services, including
the availability of sewers and public water, proximity to powerlines, and
proximity to industrial or commercial uses. For residential real property,
significant factors include the age, condition, and size of the residence;
the architectural style; the number of bedrooms and bathrooms; the
number of garage stalls, fireplaces, decks, and appliances; whether the
residence is single-story or multiple stories; whether there are any barns,
sheds, or other types of improvements on the property; and the overall
curb appeal. As property values are highly variable and dependent upon
a number of market factors, a discussion of property values is not
included in the Draft EIS or Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment I372-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I372-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.
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Response to Comment I114-1

Similar to all major buildings and facilities in the Puget
Sound region, the Brightwater System will be designed in
strict accordance with all applicable seismic design codes.
Potential risk to drinking water sources has been shown to be
negligible. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS and the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15,
for additional information.
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Response to Comment I102-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I326-1

Brightwater System alternatives are being evaluated and
compared on a system-wide basis, which includes the
treatment plant, conveyance facilities, and outfalls. A
comparison of the Brightwater System alternatives is
included Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I326-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I326-3

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment I301-1.

Response to Comment I326-4

As part of refining the project after the release of the Draft
EIS, Portal 10, in the vicinity of the Lake Forest Park Town
Center, has been removed from the proposed project
description for the Route 9 System alternatives. This portal
has also been classified as a secondary portal for the Unocal
alternative only, as now described in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I326-5

As part of the EIS evaluation, mitigation measures for
unavoidable significant adverse impacts have been identified
for the aquifer. Please refer to the response to the City of
Lake Forest Park, Comment C4-8, and Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for information.
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Response to Comment I327-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment I327-2

Portal 10 in Lake Forest Park has been eliminated as a
primary portal from the Route 9 System alternatives. Portal
10 has been reclassified as a secondary portal in the Unocal
project description. It is unlikely that Portal Siting Area 10
would be used for major construction activities. The benefits,
costs, and impacts of the Brightwater System alternatives are
being evaluated and compared on a system-wide basis, which
includes the treatment plant, conveyance, and outfall.
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Response to Comment I87-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment I328-1

StockPot currently does not have any odor controls. The odor
control technology chosen for Brightwater has demonstrated
its ability to work on wastewater treatment processes in other
parts of the country. Information about the proposed
wastewater treatment process and odor control technology is
provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS.
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